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·PREFACE 
As cities have increased in size, social stratifica-
tion has developed more between than within schools. NUiner-
ous research studies have concentrated upon the impact of 
the socioeconomic environment upon .students. However, in 
recent years an increasing nUinber of investigations have 
stressed. the social class composition of schools. Con-
current with increasing interest in the socioeconomic com-
position of schools has been a growing concern amoqg educa-
tors and lay people regarding the professional·role orienta-
tions of teachers. Many implications have been made re-
garding the existence of varying q.egrees of professionalism 
. among teachers in schools situated in q.ifferent socioeco-
nomic levels. The possibility of a relationship between 
the socioeconomic status of a school attendance area and 
the professionalism of teachers emerges as an intriguing 
question. The primary purpose of this study was to dis-
cover what relationships, if any, existed between the socio-
economic status of the.school and teacher professionalism. 
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CHAPTER I 
PRESENTATION OF THE PROBLEM 
Introduction 
The concept of social class and its relationship to 
the educational process may seem, to some teachers anded-
ucators, remote or academic. However, the increasing fre-
quency with which researchers in the area of education are 
focusing upon social class as an independent variable re-
flects the importance educators and the lay public attach 
to the interaction between the two. 
American children live and learn in a society which 
is highly complex and diversified. There are differences 
in schools because the people who comprise the school 
community are different, and such diversity is reflected 
in the teachers as well as the school. 1 A school may be 
perceived as a small society in itself, with its members 
associating with one another formally and informally, 
grouping themselves into pupils, teachers, administrators, 
clerical and service employees. The interactions among 
these individuals, and between them and their working 
1 
environment has provided the nucleus for an increasing 
body of research. 
The relationship which exists between social class 
and education in America is not of recent origin. Espe-
cially in recent years, one of the primary purposes of 
education in the United States has become an attempt to 
mend historical inequities by making education available 
without regard to social distinctions, with learning be-
coming a means of self-improvement accessible to all. An 
important aspect of the American dream is that low social 
or economic status shall not be a barrier to acquiring an 
education. 
As cities have grown, social stratification has de-
veloped more between schools than within schools. Inves-
tigators such as Neugarten, Wilson, and Davis 2 have 
stressed research focusing upon the social level of the 
school, as well as upon the individual pupil. The empha= 
sis in social class research has more recently began to 
concentrate on a closer look at the relationship between 
2 
· the social class composition of a school and its effect 
upon professional personnel. The results of recent 
studies suggest the possibility that many aspects of 
teacher performance may vary with the social status of the 
school. 3 
The career line followed by many teachers in 
3 
metropolitan schools is from an initial assignment to an 
inner-city school in a low socioeconomic area to progres~ 
sively "better" schools in the suburbs. A typical comment 
on this phenomenon is made by Clark, 4 who observes that 
the mechanism employed by most teachers faced with teaching 
in the unattractive and difficult lower class situations 
is to manipulate the transfer system in such a way as to 
escape to a better school. Observations of this nature 
are often accompanied by the implication that those 
teachers in the "better" or "elite" suburban schools are 
of superior quality. !he major objective of this study is 
to take one small step toward a fuller understanding of 
the influence of socioeconomic class upon the process of 
education. 
Definition of Concepts 
Professionalism The exhibition of subscription to the 
criteria of a profession. (From a synthesis and summary 
of the professionalism portion of Chapter II) 0 
Socioeconomic status This term will refer to social strat= 
ification, and will often appear in abbreviated form (SES). 
SES will be based upon the National Opinion Research 
Center (NORC) Occupational Prestige Scale (also referred 
to as the North-Hatt scale), ranking the school attendance 
area into one of the following levels: 
High SES schools Those school attendance areas in which 
the parental occupation is considered to be professional, 
semi~professional, or administrative in nature, with a 
NORC scale ranking of 1 through 37. 
4 
Middle SES schools Those school attendance areas in which 
the parental occupation is considered to be skilled or 
semi-skilled in nature, with a NORC scale rank between 
39 and 62.5. 
Low SES schools Those school attendance areas in which 
the parental occupation is regarded as unskilled or labor 
in nature, with a NORC scale rank between 65.5 and 90. 
Teacher's professional orientation score This term refers 
to· an individual teacher's score on the Professional 
Orientation Scale. 
Status professional score This is the mean of all teacher 
scores on the Professional Orientation Scale at one socio-
economic level. 
Statement of the Problem 
A considerable body of information has been accumu-
lated regarding various facets of social class and the 
educational processes. A review of the literature in the 
areas of social class and teacher professionalization 
raises the question as to the possibility of teacher vari= 
ation in professionalism among schools of different SES. 
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In this study an attempt has been made to determine 
the extent to which teachers have developed professional 
role orientations and to discover how these are distributed 
among elementary schools of high, middle, and low socio-
economic level in the public schools of Oklahoma Citye The 
major problems for investigation under this study were: 
(1) to determine whether or not a relationship exists be-
tween elementary school socioeconomic status and teacher's 
sense of professionalism; (2) to define this relationship, 
if it exists. In addition to investigation of the major 
question, an effort was made to gather additional demo-
graphic information in order to examine factors other than 
professionalism which might be coincidental to school socio-
economic level. 
Hypothesis 
The study of professionalism centers around the profes-
sional model, which consists of a series of attributes to 
be considered when an attempt is made to distinguish be= 
tween the professional and the non-professional. The 
attitudinal aspect of professionalism reflects the manner 
in which the practitioners visualize their worke An 
assessment of this attitude or orientation toward teaching 
as a profession is the major objective of this study. 
6 
When the career movement of teachers is from low to 
high SES schools, as previously reported, there seems to 
exist a basis for predicting a higher level of profession-
alism in the high status schools. On the other hand, since 
the orientation of a professional person to his profession 
is an individual matter, we would expect to find various 
degrees of professionalism randomly distributed throughout 
the school system. It is this manner of reasoning which 
leads to the presentation of the following null hypothesis: 
HO: It is hypothesized that there will be no signifi-
cant differences between the mean professionalism scores 
of teachers from low, middle, or high socioeconomic level 
schools at the .05 level of significance. 
Assumptions 
The major assumption underlying the present study is 
that an individual's professional orientation is measurable 
by responses to a questionnaire. It may be contended that 
orientations are implicit in the behavior of others and 
that any true study of orientation would necessitate the 
observation of this behavior. However, Kluckhohn points 
out: 
One must discover the prescriptions of individ-
uals and groups about what behavior a person of 
given properties should manifest in more or less 
specified situations. The red herring, "this 
doesn't tell us what the values of the individ= 
ual or society really are but gives us only 
speech reactions," should not be drawn across 
this argument •••• Acts, as has been said, 
are always compromises among motives, means, 
situation, and values. Sometimes what a per-
son says about his values is truer from a long-
term viewpoint than inferences drawn from his 
actions under special conditions. The fact 
that an individual will lie under stress of un-
usual circumstances does not prove that truth 
is not a value which orients, as he claims, his 
ordinary behavior. As a matter of fact, people 
often lie by their acts and tell the truth with 
words. The whole conventional dichotomy is 
misleading because speech is a form of behavior.5 
7 
This first methodological assumption is that the sam= 
ple selected adequately represents the chosen area of 
investigation, and that the instruments used in the study 
produced valid and reliable measures of the concepts under 
investigation. 
A second methodological assumption is that the proce= 
dure for determining the SES of a school attendance area 
by the median of occupational prestige rankings is adequate 
for the purpose of the study. 
Finally, certain assumptions underlie the statistical 
techniques employed in the study. In this study both para= 
metric and non-parametric statistical methods have been 
used. Parametric procedures involve a number of assurnp= 
tions about the population from which the sample is drawn. 
It has been assumed by the investigator that the assump= 
tions underlying the use of these statistical procedures 
have not been seriously violated.6 
8 
Limitations 
The first limitation of this study is that the socio-
economic status of a school is being determined by parent 
occupation. In addition, the method of placing occupations 
not listed on the NORC scale or the Duncan Socioeconomic 
Index is subjective. 
An additional limitation is that the variable of 
professionalism represents only a selected aspect of larger 
concepts. Therefore, this writer recognized the profes= 
sional orientation of a teacher as only one segment of the 
total concept an individual has of his role. 
Finally, generalizations drawn from this study should 
be limited to the populations sampled, or cautiously 
applied to school organizations which closely resemble 
those included in this investigation. 
Significance 
Cave and Halsted7 are of the opinion that social class 
is an extraneous variable which derives significance from 
the impact it has upon the school environmento The authors 
report that numerous studies of student achievement, expec= 
tations, aspirations, and behavior have been made in which 
social class was treated as an independent variableo These 
writers believe that an important .contribution can be made 
9 
to research projects investigating the relationship between 
education and social status by focusing upon educational 
variables which may be related to the socioeconomic status 
of the clients of educational organizations. 
The significance of this study lies first in the in-
vestigation of the extent to which school socioeconomic 
status is related to the professionalism of teachers. 
Further, if the results of this investigation should reveal 
significant differences in professionalism among schools of 
differing socioeconomic status, it may point to an inequi-
table distribution of professional personnel through a 
school system insofar as the professional orientation of 
teachers is concerned. This could have special signifi-
cance when the school is regarded as a complex network of 
social activity with various types of interaction going on 
simultaneously, with each affecting the whole. 
In the event this study reveals that teachers in 
schools of different socioeconomic levels do vary in pro= 
fessional orientation, it could imply that institutions 
which engage in preparation of teachers should consider 
not only whether the candidate is preparing to teach ele-
mentary or secondary pupils, but in what socioeconomic 
environment the teacher is likely to be employed. 
Finally, it is hoped this effort will contribute to 
existing knowledge regarding the interaction between the 
10 
school and professional personnel. The need for studies of 
this nature has been expressed by Herriott and St. John: 
During the last twenty years there has been much 
valuable research on the relation of social class 
to education in America, and sound data have been 
amassed. However, the relevance of this research 
for the solution of contemporary problems is 
greatly limited by its emphasis on the social 
class of the child, instead of the social class 
of the school; on slum schools only, rather than 
contrasting schools of low, meduim, and high so~ 
cial class levels; and on the pupils in slum 
schools, instead of their teachers and principals. 
In particular, we do. not know enough about the 
effect on school staff of the social class com-
position of the schools in which they are 
situated.8 
Summary 
Study of the social factors in education is undergoing 
a period of rapid growth both as a field of research and as 
an area of teaching. Sociologists as well as educators 
have shown new interest in the school as a social institu-
tion. Apparently, it is well established that there is an 
intimate connection between our educational system and the 
social structure of American society. The interaction be= 
tween the school environment and professional personnel is 
an important segment in the web of school=society influences. 
Before the study could be actualized it was necessary 
to formulate a framework within which to conduct the study. 
The definition of concepts, limitations, assumptions, sig= 
nificance of the study, and the hypothesis as presented in 
11 
this chapter are part of this framework. Chapter II will 
contain a review of selected relevant literature. Chapter 
III will complete the structural portion of the study with 
a discussion of design and methodology. 
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CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF RELEVANT LITERATURE 
Introduction 
The possibility of an interaction between social class 
and various aspects of the educational process was estab-
lished in Chapter I. The present chapter will focus prima-
rily upon a review of selected relevant literature in the 
are~ of role orientation, professionalism, and social class. 
The possession of a professional orientation has been 
assumed to be a desirable characteristic of teachers. This 
manner of thinking suggests a positive relationship between 
professionalism and the effectiveness of teachers in the 
classroom as well as their influence upon the learning proc-
ess. Although much has been written and said concerning 
the desirability of professionalism among teachers, little 
has been done in the assessment of this attribute. The 
discussion of professionalization in this chapter does not 
represent an attempt by the writer to determine whether or 
not teaching is a profession. Rather, the intention is to 
provide a background through which the concept of 
13 
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professionalism as used in this study may be made more mean-
ingful to the reader. 
Even though sociologists have not generally succeeded 
in clearly delineating social class, we often speak in gen-
eralities of lower, middle, and upper, all the while bear-
ing in mind that the boundaries are not firmly established. 
The main purpose of the. second part of Chapter II will be 
to present in summary form the concept and assessment of 
social class, followed by an examination of the use of oc-
cupational prestige scales, in the determination of social 
stratification. 
Teacher Role 
A study of the professional orientation of teachers 
requires some consideration of the teacher's role in the 
school environment. · There is first of all the position of 
the teacher in relation to other adults in the school sys-
tem. Ideally, in relation to the school board the teacher 
is in the role of an employee. In his relationship to the 
principal, the teacher occupies the role of subordinate; to 
the supervisor that of advisee; while to fellow teachers he 
plays the role of colleague. The most significant role the 
teacher plays is in relation to pupils; that of mediator of 
learning •. The teacher's role in relation to the pupil car-
ries with it, in addition to that of mediator, those of 
15 
confidante, parental substitute, disciplinarian, and judge. 
According to Havighurst and Neugarten,1 the age, sex, mar~ 
ital status, social-class background and personality config-
uration all influenced the manner in which teachers fill 
their roles. 
The duties and responsibilities accompanying a partic-
ular role may not be dearly understood by the group, or its 
members. On the other hand, there may be clearly defined 
rules, duties, and privileges which are understood by every-
one concerned. However, in education, where suggestions 
and directions are plentiful, there seemed to be little 
agreement regarding the role of the teacher.2 
An important aspect of the measurement of profession-
alism involves an assessment of professional role orienta-
tion. The role of the teacher as visualized by Hughes3 is 
that in an educational organization the type of role an 
individual plays depends upon the character of unspoken 
agreements and common understandings shared with others re-
garding the course his rightful role shoul.d take. Such 
agreements and understandings give rise to considerable 
individual interpretation due to the nature of school organ-
ization. As a result of the interaction in school situa-
tions each member develops a conception of what the role of 
his colleagues should be as well as what he believes his 
own role to be. These individual interpretations over a 
period of time tend to assume a degree of uniformity. 
16 
Drawing conclusions from studies conducted over the 
past decade, Bush4 perceived the main role of today's 
teacher as being that of a purveyor of knowledge. The 
teacher also sees himself as a person who is expected by 
society and his colleagues to be instrumental in molding 
pupil behavior. In the area of instruction, teachers tend 
to believe they should perform all the tasks relevant to 
teaching. Bush, as well as Smith, Stanley, and Shores5 
apparently saw teachers as willing to grant others some say 
in determining what is to be taught, but how it is to be 
taught is strictly a decision to be made by the teacher. 
Aubrey6 presented four conceptions of the role of the 
elementary teacher. One is to cast the teacher as a gen-
eral coordinator of instruction rather than a teacher of 
subject matter. A second role is that of a combination 
guidance-teacher person. The third role is more traditiorn.l 
in that the teacher is viewed as representing the estab-
lished order, ever ready to bolster conformity and enforce 
discipline. This traditional concept casts the teacher as 
a strong disciplinarian, molder of values, task-master in 
the three R's, and model for pupil growth. In the final 
role the teacher is a subject-matter expert, with at·least 
basic knowledge from all areas of the curriculum. 
17 
The role of the teacher as a coordinator of instruc-
tion is supported by Goodlad who argues: 
The second alternative suggests a changing role 
for tomorrow's teacher: a coordinator of instruc-
tional resources rather than a conveyor of know-
ledge •••• The increasing tendency of course 
revision projects to achieve self-sufficiency in 
their instructional packages is compatible with 
such a concept of teacher role.7 
Those who are guid~nce-counselor oriented may picture 
the teacher as does Strang, who placed the teacher in a 
central position: 
The teacher-counselor is like the hub of a wheel 
from which radiate relationships with the school 
counselor, specialist employed by the school, the 
principal, and other teacher •••• 8 
D,iffering opinions on the role of the teacher which 
emerged from the 1959 Woods Hole Conference cast teachers 
at two extreme positions. Bruner summarized the opinions 
by saying: 
The two extreme positions-stated in exaggerated 
form were~ first, that the teacher must be the 
sole and final arbiter of how to present a given 
subject and what devices to use, and, second, 
that the teacher should be explicator and com-
mentator for prepared materials made available 
through films,,_ television, teaching machines, 
and the like.'j 
A definite contrast to the first three roles is of-
fered by Waller, who casts the teacher in the traditional 
role: 
The central role of the teacher in his profes= 
sional capacity is his executive role. The 
teacher is the representative of the establishe.d 
order; as such he must be ever ready to force 
conformity and to enforce discipline •••• The 
teacher is the representative of authority, and 
his is par excellence the dogmatic position •••• 
It is a role which demands an inflexibility of 
personality far surpassing that exacted or even 
allowed by most occupations.10 
18 
The orientation of teachers to their professional role 
appears to be largely a matter of individual interpretation. 
The possibility that interpretation of this role by the 
teacher could be influenced by the environment in which a 
person works is an important aspect of this study. However, 
since this investigation is concerned with the profession-
alism of teachers, of which role interpretation is only 
one part, attention shall now be focused upon profession-
alization. 
Professionalization 
The measurement of professional orientation in this 
study is based upon a scale which requires that teachers 
respond to statements designed to assess their feelings 
regarding various aspects of professionalism. In order to 
become more familiar with the criteria upon which the scale 
is based a review of selected relevant literature will be 
presented in the following pages. 
According to Prandy11 the nature of professions and 
the ideas surrounding the term make it quite difficult, if 
19 
not impossible, to define in such a manner that all who 
are professionals would be included, while all who are not 
would be excluded. 
Stinnettl2 agreed with Prandy's opinion that the word 
"profession'' is difficult to define, the result being that 
it is often defined loosely. In the opinion of Stinnett 
almo$t every group, as soon as it begins to offer a signif-
icant service to society, seeks to have itself regarded as 
a profession" He goes on to say that even though "profes= 
sion" is difficult to define, it is possible to identify 
some commonly accepted criteria of professions. 
Stinnett and Haskew, 13 after commenting upon the diffi-
culty of arriving at universal agreement on a definition 
for profession, suggested that the best solution is to list 
the characteristics which acknowledged professions seem to 
possess. The authors examined the teaching profession in 
terms of its altruistic nature, professional organizations, 
the degree to which the profession is self-governing, and 
the extent to which teaching is an intellectual activity 
embracing a body of specialized knowledge" 
The characteristics of a profession listed by Lieber= 
man, Musgrave, and Greenwood,14 were similar to those pro= 
vided by Westby=Gibson: 
Almost all definitions of a profession include 
the following criteria: (1) the performance of 
a service to the public; (2) the possession of 
a unique body of scientific knowledge and tech-
nical skill; (3) the requirement of a highly 
specialized and usually formal preparation; (4) 
the regulation of standards for the admission to 
practice by members of the profession; (5) the 
organization of practitioners into comprehensive 
professional groups that maintain high standards 
of conduct and ethics.15 
20 
Blau and Scottl6 proposed essentially the same crite-
ria for professionalism as those previously discussed, but 
theirs were more operational in concept: (1) professional 
decisions and actions are governed by universalistic stand= 
ards; (2) the professional is an expert qualified to deal 
with problems in a strictly limited area; (3) the profes-
ational's relations with clients are characterized by effec-
tive neutrality; (4) professional status is achieved by 
individual performance in accordance with the principles 
laid down by his colleague group; (5) a professional 1 s 
decisions are not based on self-interest; (6) professionals 
organize themselves into voluntary associations for the pur= 
pose bf self-control. 
Another viewpoint on professionalization was to corn= 
pare the work of a professional person with that of a non= 
professional. Corwin,17 by examining differences between 
a non-professional position in a large bureaucratic organ= 
ization (such as bank cashier) and a professional position 
(resid~nt physician or scientist), attempted to establish 
21 
more clearly the differences between professional and non-
professional. Based on his analysis the work of the pro-
fessional was less standardized, less centralized, and more 
specialized. The professional was responsible for policy 
decisions and his work depended primarily upon competence 
in being of aid to the client as opposed to efficiency or 
technique. 
Colombotos,18 writing about high school teachers, be-
lieved that even though there is not complete consensus 
regarding a definition of professionalism, most definitions 
contain one or more of the following characteristics: (1) 
technical competence; (2) autonomy; and (3) the service 
ideal. He described these three components by saying the 
work of a professional is highly technical, and is intel-
lectual rather than manual. Because the work of a profes-
sional is technical it required a period of training which 
is long, formal, and highly specialized. Due to the spe-
cialized nature of their work, professionals must be free 
to exercise their own judgment within their area of spe= 
cialization. By organizing into professional associations, 
professionals maintain internal control over the behavior 
of colleagues. Since the efforts of the professional are 
socially essential while he personally is not normally 
controlled directly by the client and the lay community, 
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the lay public is vulnerable to the professional. However, 
the professional ethic that the welfare of the client pre= 
cedes profit and self-interest serves to protect the client 
and community. 
The term flprofessionn as used by Vollmer and Millsl9 
referred to an ideal type of occupational institution, of 
which many groups normally thought of as falling within 
the professional category actually fall short of the pro= 
fessional model in many respects. The authors believed it 
was more beneficial to think in terms of a concept of pro-
fessionalization, assuming that most occupations may be 
placed somewhere on a continuum between the ideal-type 
"profession!! at one end and completely unorganized or TTnon~ 
professions!! at the other end. Professionalization, then, 
would become a process affecting any occupation ,,to a 
.·,.~-· •'1' 
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greater or lesser degree. 
Continuing with the concept of professionalization 
just presented, Caplow20 believed there were definite se-
quential steps involved in the process of professionaliza= 
tion. The first step was the establishment of a profes-
sional as'sociation with definite qualifications for member= 
ship. Second was the adoption of a name, which asserts a 
technological monopoly of practitioners. The development 
and adoption of a code of ethics comprised step threeo 
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The fourth step was a prolonged agitation to obtain public 
support for maintenance of occupational barrierso Concur= 
rent with step four was the development of training facili= 
ties which may,or may not be directly controlled by the pro-
fessional society, especially with respect to admission and 
final qualification. 
The concept of professionalism presented by Leles21 is 
unique in that it presents professionalism as a process and 
professionalism as a group. Professionalism as a process 
becomes operational through a series of events beginning 
with the concentrated effort of the group in a particular 
direction. The next step is the drawing of boundaries for 
work and responsibility. The sequence is advanced further 
by means of a methodology which makes possible the fulfill-
ment of responsibilities. Professionalism as a process 
commences to transform itself into professionalism as a 
group when the performance and competency of each member 
become subject-to acknowledgement by the group. The group 
believes that the use of its particular competence creates 
a special bond between practitioner and client. Since the 
specialized methodology is a product of formal education 
and training this means the recipients of the methodology 
are vulnerable to the practitionerso This in turn brings 
about arieed for ethical regulations by means of which both 
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client and practitioner may be protected. Professionalism 
as a group becomes operational when the membership estab-
lishes a code of ethics and the means to implement the code. 
The most relevant dimensions of professionalism appear 
to have been summarized by Kornhauser22 as specialized com-
petence embracing an intellectual component, extensive au= 
tonomy in the exercise of this competence, strong commit-
ment to a career within the specialized area, and influence 
and responsibility in the use of special competence. 
Specific Aspects of Professionalism 
After exploring the characteristics of professionalism 
in general, opportunity will now be taken to examine in more 
detail some specific aspects of professionalization which 
have been previously mentioned. 
A frequently mentioned criterion of a profession is 
that the practitioners are an organized body whose chief 
aim is to serve and promote the interests of its members. 
The process of professionalization requires such an organ-
ization if for no other purpose than to establish and main-
tain standards of practice. Professional organizations for 
teachers are no exception. Acting in 1961, the National 
Education Association Department of Classroom Teachers 
passed the following ruling, to become effective in August, 
1964: 
Any member who is actively engaged in educational 
work of a professional nature shall be eligible 
to become an active member of the Association 
if he (1) has a bachelor's or higher degree and 
(2) where required, holds or is eligible to hold 
a valid certificate of any kind except a sub-
standard certificate or permit.23 
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Even though the teacher holds a staf~-terminal posi-
tion, tKe role permits greater autonomy with less direct 
supervision than many similar positions, primarily due to 
profe-ssional status and separation of classrooms. Because 
the position is staff-terminal, subject to stereotyping, 
exposed to public scrutiny, and set apart from other occu-
pations by the specialization factor (and predominately 
female composition), teaching is characterized by close col-
leagueship and pervasive occupational identity.24 
The decision making authority of classroom teachers 
was surveyed recently when a nation wide sample of public 
school teachers was queried regarding the degree of author-
ity possessed in four aspects of classroom teaching: (1) 
supplementing basic prescribed materials; (2) substituting 
or adding a unit of study; (3) altering time allotments for 
units of study; and (4) adapting course materials to meet 
the needs of individual pupils. More than half the respon-
dents indicated they need not obtain permission to make any 
of these changes. For those who did need permission the 
school principal was the authority figure most often cited 
as granting permission. 25 
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A survey of mature experienced teachers, done at the 
University of Southern California, revealed that teachers 
view their colleagues as one of two types - the "dedicated" 
and those to whom teaching is "a job." The differentiating 
criterion is the degree of connnitment to a teaching career. 
A dedicated teacher is perceived as one who possesses a 
career connnitment, with or without a strong professional 
orientation. The teacher to whom teaching is only a means 
of livelihood is not thought of as being professionally 
oriented, his primary concerns being prestige, security, 
and salary. The surveyed teachers tended to regard those 
who were dedicated and interested in their work as very 
professionally oriented.26 
Professional Competency 
The concept of professional competency encompasses 
the possession of the necessary knowledge and skills to 
carry out the objectives of the profession. This vital 
attribute stems from the study of such disciplines as an-
thropology, biology, economics, history, philosophy, polit-
ical science, psychology, sociology, and statistics, as 
well as theoretical and practical training in the materials 
and techniques of teaching.27 
Lieberman,28 made a point in the area of competency 
and professional training by saying professional work 
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emphasizes intellectual rather than physical techniques in 
that the tasks entail extensive defining of problems, locat-
ing relevant data, and formulating solutions, which in turn 
determine physical activites. The author is emphasizing 
the opinion that a profession is distinguished not by the 
absence ;of physical work but by the emphasis upon intellec-
tual endeavors. The intellectual aspects of a profession 
require a long period of preparation, and the fact that the 
work is largely intellectual indicates that professional 
training will likewise be primarily of this nature. 
Professional Autonomy 
Autonomy is recognized by most writers as one of the 
characteristics of a profession. Lieberman29 explained the 
basic scope of autonomy as referring to the range of deci-
sions and behaviors which are left to the discretion of the 
professional group. When regarded in this manner, the sccpe 
of professional autonomy was dependent upon the functions 
of the professional and his degree of competenceo When 
authority was delegated to an expert, the person to whom 
the authority was extended was acknowledged to know more 
about what should be done than the delegator. The conclu-
sion of Lieberman was that: "Professional autonomy refers 
to the scope of independent judgment reserved to profes= 
sional workers because of their expert skill and knowledgea" 
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Still on the subject of authority, but speaking from 
the viewpoint of educational leadership and its relation to 
school personnel, Hughes30 expressed the belief that the 
understanding of the structure of authority embraced not 
only the question of who shall exercise a certain authority 
but also how it was to be rightfully used. When human rela-
. 
tions are involved the question of the right use of author-
ity is as important as whether one has the right to use the 
authority. The fundamental question in educational appli-
cation is how authority is used and how it could or should 
be used. 
Finally, on the subject of professional autonomy, 
Stinnett31 offered the comment that autonomy meanscontrol 
by the profession of its standards to the extent that the 
profession can assume the reponsibility for guaranteeing 
the conpetence of each member who is permitted to perform 
the service assigned the profession by society. 
Teacher-Client Relationship 
The area of teacher-pupil relationships is one which 
may become a source of problems. Becker32 was of the opin-
ion that persons who perform a public service usually have 
an image of the "ideal" client, and it is in these terms 
they establish notions of how their work should be performed. 
Teachers experience problems with their "clients" to the 
extent that pupils exhibit or fail to exhibit in reality 
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the characteristics of the image of the ideal. Professional 
workers depend upon society to furnish them with clients 
who measure up to their image of the ideal. However, social 
classes operate in such a manner as to produce many stu-
dents who depart from these expectations, aggravating the 
basic problems of the worker-client relationship. Three 
problems in the area of teacher-client relations which fre-
quently require adjustment are the problems of teaching it-
self, the problem of discipline, and the problem of moral 
acceptability of the students. 
By the nature of their work professional persons per-
form a service to the public whi.ch entitles them to special 
cormnunity considerations. This cormnunity service is suf-
ficiently significant for the public to expect people 
ente.ring a professional career to commit themselves to its 
full=time and life~long pursuit.33 
Professional Orientation Scales 
Techniques for assessing the professional orientations 
of teachers are not numerous. One such instrument was 
developed by Colombotos,34 in which a four-item index of 
professionalism was used to examine the sources of profes-
sionalism in teaching. The scale consisted of technical 
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competence (one item), the autonomy of teachers (two items), 
and a service ideal (one item). Teachers were asked to de-
scribe how important each of the following items were when 
they initially began teaching and how important that aspect 
is now: (1) chance to work with a teaching staff that is 
highly competent; (2) doing work his colleagues respect; 
(3) autonomy in his work; having enough freedom and respon-
sibility to do his job the way it should be done; and (4) 
chance to help people; to do something worthwhile for soci-
ety. Averaging the scores of the school faculty yielded an 
index of the professional working climate of the school. 
Webb's35 more elaborate method was composed of two 
multiple-item Likert-type scales. The employee scale was 
formulated around four bureaucratic principles: technical 
specialization, vertical differentiation, office-based inte-
gration, and uniformity due to rules. Four parallel scales 
were developed to assess allegiance to four professional 
principles: operational specialization, horizontal differ-
entiation, competence integration, and uniformity based on 
general principles. This instrument was developed and used 
in an assessment of the professional orientation of two 
hundred teachers in central Ohio. 
The Professional Role Orientation Scale, formulated by 
Corwin,36 was selected as the professionalism measurement 
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technique for this study because the investigator believed 
the instruments developed by Webb and Colombotos were not 
as well suited for a global assessment of teacher profes-
sional orientation. Also, as will be seen, the Corwin 
scale received favorable comment by another researcher when 
used in a manner similar to its intended use in this study. 
This scale was also used by Robinson37 in his examination 
of relationships between professionalism and bureaucracy 
in school organizations. The Robinson investigation in-
volved twenty-nine schools in British Columbia at the ele-
mentary and secondary level. Both the pilot study and the 
experimental sample revealed the Corwin scale did identify 
differences in teacher professionalism between schools. 
The experimental sample detected significant differences 
in professionalism between schools only in the top and 
bottom quartiles of score distributions, and not between 
scores of the total range of distribution. Robinson com-
mented that the Professional Role Orientation Scale !!proved 
to be a highly discriminative instr~unent and it should be-
come a useful research tool for the future.n38 
Corwin's Professional Role Orientation Scale will be 
discussed at greater length in Chapter III. 
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Socioeconomic Status 
Individual members of a society customarily view their 
particular society as organized, at least to some extent. 
Consciously or unconsciously a person has some idea of his 
relationship to other members of society.39 This under-
standing of position is developed through interaction of 
people and experiences, which serve as points of reference 
for the individual. Part of the understanding of who peo-
ple are in a society is based upon class orientation. In 
other words, a person rationalizes his relationships with 
others in terms of class differences or similarities. It 
has become commonplace to distinguish members of society 
by assigning them to "higher" or "lower" categories. 
Acceptance of the idea of social classes implies some degree 
of social differences, which in turn involves viewing soci= 
ety in terms of hierarchical categories. This hierarchy 
may be based upon a number of referents, such as income, 
education, or occupation. The major purpose of this por-
tion of the study is to examine the measurement of social 
stratification. 
The United States has an open type of social stratifi-
cation, which means a person may, according to individual 
initiative, improve, maintain, or reduce his social statuso 
Such fluidity presents a challenge to those who would at-
tempt to identify social status.40 
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Social Class 
Differences in the prestige or rank of members of a 
group or a society describe an asp~ct of social organiza-
tion in that they determine the manner in which people com-
municate with each other. In instances in which these seg-
ments of society are distinguishable from each other, these 
segments are referred to as social classes. 41 Even in Amer-
ica, where class lines have varied greatly, people are 
aware of differences in rank, or social status in corrunu-
nities.42 
Havighurst and Neugarten, 43 in a discussion of socio-
economic classes in cities, noted that a large population 
clearly within a particular social class may be difficult 
to locate in some cities. The authors pointed out that the 
newer cities (experiencing major development since 1900) in 
the West and Southwest have a less clearly defined social 
structure than older cities in other parts of the country. 
A similar observation has been made by Warner, Havighurst, 
and Loeb.44 
The existence of social classes and a connection be-
tween corrununity.composition and tH.e local school was clearly 
made by Havighurst when he said: 
There are now three clearly marked types of 
homogeneous corrununities with corresponding 
.school systems. One is an upper-middle and 
upper'"'class suburb, with a very small number of 
lower-middle-class residents. Another is a work-
ing-class and lower-middle-class suburb, essen-
tially of the "common man" character, with very 
few lower-lower-class residents. A third is a 
city slum, almost solid lower class, and as much 
as half lower-lower. Wherever such communities 
exist, the school system reflects the fact, and 
teachers are acutely aware of it.45 
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The terms social class, social status, and soc.ioeco-
nomic status appear often in the literature of social re-
search. Stendler's46 viewpoint was that social class and 
social status are not synonomous. She gives the example of 
a man holding top status with respect to wealth but an en-
tirely different status with respect to golf. 
Although seemingly certain that there is a distinction 
to be made between class and status, Weber acknowledged 
the boundary may be vague: 
With some other simplification, one might thus 
say that "classes 11 are stratified according to 
their relations to the production and acquisition 
of goods; whereas 11 status groups 11 are stratified 
according to the principles of their consumption 
of goods as represented by special "styles of 
life .n47 
Later, however, Weber presented a definition of social 
status with an economic perspective containing elements 
("subjective satisfaction or frustration" and "external 
conditions of life") which could be difficult for reseachers 
to define or measure: 
••• the typical probability that a given state 
of (a) provision with goods, (b) external condi-
tions of life, and (c) subjective satisfaction 
or frustration will be possessed by an 'individual 
or group. These probabilities define class status 
in so far as they are dependent on the kind and 
extent of control or lack of it which the indi-. 
vidual has over goods or services and existing ' 
possibilities of their exploitation for the attain-
ment of income or receipts within a given eco-
nomic order.48 · 
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Distinctions betweeri terms used in the area of social 
class and social stratification presents an enigma to some 
authors. This is apparently the case with Lasswell, who 
commented: 
The vista is admittedly depressing. We find it 
peopled by those who insist that social class is 
indistinguishable from social stratification; by 
those who insist that social class is real and 
social stratification is a fiction; by others 
who insist that neither social class nor social 
stratification has any real referent. The only 
universal element seems to be that all the writers 
are, to a lesser or greater extent, sure they 
are right and often intolerant of those who feel 
differently.49 
Since it is not within the major scope of this study 
to draw distinctions between technical terminology used in 
social class research, the approach utilized by Westby-
Gibson will be adopted for this study: 
In this book we do not attempt to differentiate 
the use of the terms social class, socioeconomic 
status, and social status. When an investigator 
has used one term or the other, we have usually 
followed his designation. These terms have been 
employed so interchangeably that it becom~s an 
impossible task to distinguish them.SO 
One early attempt in the assessment of social status 
was made in the early 1930's by Chapin,51 who developed a 
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scale that could be checked by observing living-room fur-
nishings. A family which had a living room floor of hard-
wood, fireplace and hardware, draperies, books, periodicals 
and newspapers, received a higher rating than a family with 
softwood floors, no fireplace,and no reading materials. The 
factors entering into social class composition were summa-
rized by Chapin: "Social status is'usually a consistent 
whole; that is, the elements that go to make it up= income, 
occupation, culture, etc. - are interrelated." 
Warner52 has been very influential in the area of de-
termining social status. Since the early 1940's his find-
ings and methodology have been employed in numerous studies 
of social class. His method involved the use of both sub-
jective and objective data. The subjective evaluation was 
by a panel of "judges" who were believed to possess good 
knowledge of the community. The "judges" were asked how 
the members of their community were viewed by others. A 
consensus of opinion was reached concerning the. number of 
social classes in a community and the social class place-
ment of specific individuals. This process was known as 
Evaluated Participation (E.P.). The objective portion of 
the instrument was the Index of Status Characteristics 
(I.S.C.). The total I.S.C. was derived from weighted sub-
scores on four scales: occupation (4); dwelling area (2); 
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house type and source of income (3). The total score was 
then convertible into one of five levels of social class. 
Occupational Prestige Scales 
The interest in occupational prestige scales is dervied 
in part from a desire to define social strata on the basis 
of a single criterion. The following quotation from Westby-
Gibson introduces the discussion regarding occupational 
prestige scales: 
Social stratification depends on more than objec-
tive criteria such as possessions, income, or 
place of residence. Also involved is a prestige 
component which confers status. Thus~ occupation 
has often been selected as the most significant 
single criterion of social class or social status. 
Rank ordering of occupations encompasses in large 
measure objective criteria, such as years of ed-
ucatio'n or amount of income, but it also includes 
the subjective factor of prestige. If it did not, 
United States Supreme. Court Justices who usually 
head the list of prestige ratings of occupations 
might rank below ballplayers153 
An early effort in the development of an occupational 
prestige scale was made by Counts54 in 1925. The Counts' 
study involved six groups of raters - high school students, 
college students, and teachers in Minnesota and Connecticut 
who rank ordered forty-five occupations according to the 
standing they thought society extended each occupation. 
Counts was able to obtain a correlation of .90 or higher 
for the rank orders of any two groups of raters. 
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Recognizing the need for a grouping of occupations 
according to social-economic class, Edwards,55 an official 
in the Bureau of the Census, undertook a classification of 
occupations based on the 1930 census. The occupations were 
arranged irito six groups, which are, in descending order: 
1. Professional persons 
2. Proprietors, managers, and officials: 
a. Farmers (owners and tenants) 
b. Wholesale and retail dealers 
c. Other proprietors, managers, and officials 
3. Clerks and kindred workers 
4. Skilled workers and foremen 
5. Semiskill,ed worker$: 
a. Semiskilled workers in manufacturing 
b. Other semiskilled 
6. Unskilled workers: 
a. Farm laborers 
b. Factory and building construction labbrers 
c. Other laborers 
d. Servant classes 
It will be noted that three of the six occupational 
groups have been subdivided, thus the occupational scale is 
divided into twelve social-economic classes. 
In a large-scale study of the nature of relationships 
between socioeconomic status and the psychological charac-
teristics of individuals, Centers56 utilized a variation of 
census occupational categories. Centers employed a sampl-
ing method in which 1,100 respondents were chosen from 
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different sections of the United States according to the 
proportion of workers that area contributed to the national 
work force. The occupational categories employed by Centers 
were divided into urban and rural classifications as 
follows: 
Urban Strata 
Large business 
Professional 
Small business 
White collar 
Skilled manual 
Semiskilled manual 
Unskilled manual 
Rural Strata 
Farm owners and managers 
Farm tenants and laborers 
In an effort to overcome the limitation of a small 
number of occupational listings the Duncan Socioeconomic 
Index57 was used in the current study as a supplement to 
the NORG scale.SB The Duncan scale is a relatively recent 
occupational scheme listing four-hundred twenty-five occu-
pations. The factors of education and income were also 
considered in construction of this scale, as they were in 
the NORC. The Duncan Socioeconomic Index is constructed 
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in such a manner that its scores may be transformed directly 
to the NORC scale. In speaking of the design of the Duncan 
Socioeconomic Index and its relationship to the NORC scale, 
Duncan stated: 
Our problem, then, is defined as that of obtain-
ing a socioeconomic index for such of the occu-
pations in the detailed classification of the 
1950 Census of Population. This index is to have 
both face validity, in terms of its constituent 
variables, and sufficient predictive efficiency 
with respect to the NORC occupational prestige 
ratings that it can serve as an acceptable sub-
stitute for them in any research where it is nec-
essary to grade or rank occupations in the way 
that the NORC scale does but where some of the 
occupations are not on the NORC list.59 
Lasswell, in his evaluation of the Duncan Index, makes 
the following observation: 
There can be little doubt but that this is the 
mos t analytically powerful occupational scale 
now in existence. Even though the census clas-
sification often represents a distressing hodge-
podge of ordered, partially - ordered, nominal, 
and highly indiscriminate categories ("not else -
where classified," and "other retail trade," for 
example), application of the index leaves no 
opportunity for the introduction of biased judg-
ments or intuitive ratings. For development of 
a demographic theory of occupational stratifica-
tion, as opposed to a social psychological theory 
of social class the Duncan scale is far superior 
to any other occupational scale.60 
The NORC Occupational Prestige Scale 
Attempts to stratify a population have been attempted 
in many ways, most often through the prestige ratings of 
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persons and by socioeconomic status scales. Income, educa -
tion, and occupation are the three most commonly used meas-
ures of socioeconomic status. These three variables are 
each conceived as being capable of rank or scale-order in 
such manner that a population can be stratified from high 
to low status.61 Both income and education are known to be 
correlated with occupational ranks since education is a 
basis for entry into many occupations and income is derived 
from occupation. Median income level correlation with NORC 
prestige scores for occupation is .85. The median level of 
educational attainment correlation with NORC prestige scores 
is .83.62 
Hatt, 63 one of the directors of the NORC study, in 
writing of the purpose, basis, and method of the NORC Occu-
pational Prestige Scale stated that: "The purpose of this 
paper is to present a theory and to suggest a method of 
occupational classification usable in the study of social 
stratification." 
According to Kahl64 the National Opinion Research Cen-
ter (NORC) study of occupatbnal prestige, directed by North 
and Hatt, surpassed all others. The rankings of the NORC 
scale were based on the opinions of 2,920 persons in March, 
1947; a representative sample of the entire adult population 
of the United States was utilized. The data gathering tech-
nique was rather simple in that the respondent was asked to 
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rank each of ninety occupations as having excellent stand= 
ing, good standing, average standing, somewhat below aver-
age standing, poor standing, or "I don't know." The results 
clearly indicated that the public could rank order occupa-
tions with considerable consensus of opinion. The obtained 
ratings produced a continuum of arithmetic scores which 
could be arranged in rank order. In descending order the 
listed occupations classified themselves into professional 
and administative, semiprofessional and meduim-level admin-
istrative, highly skilled manual workers, semiskilled man-
ual workers, and unskilled laborers. 
In ,commenting upon the usefulness of occupational pres-
tige scales for determining social stratification Gordon 
stated: 
For a number .of reasons, including its use of 
a national cross-section of the American pop-
ulation as raters and its relative recentness, 
the North-Hatt NORC scale appears to be one of 
the most useful occupational scales available.65 
Gordon proceeded to point out that for a single factor 
index which is substantially valid, a well-constructed 
scale of occupations offers promising possibilities. A 
major criterion of such a scale should be that it is based 
upon a national cross-section of the population or a repre-
sentative sample. 
In 1963 a replication of the 1947 NORC study was under-
taken by Hodge, Siegel, and Rossi,66 primarily to investigate 
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whether changes in American occupational structure have 
been reflected in shifts in the prestige of occupations be-
tween 1947 and 1963. A correlation of .99 was obtained, 
leading the authors to conclude that the ratings have re= 
mained quite stable during this period of time. 
Research Uses of the NORG Occupational Prestige Scale 
Since the NORG Occupational Prestige Scale is the 
basic instrument for determining SES in this study, similar 
uses of this scale in research will be reviewed. Addition-
all~ the following studie~ offer an opportunity to show how 
other researchers have overcome the limitations of a small 
number of occupational listings on the NORC scale. The 
NORC scale will be presented in greater detail in Chapter 
III. 
Adarns, 67 in a 1952 study of mobility into the medical 
profession, assigned scores to father's occupations on the 
basis of the North=Hatt (NORG) scale of occupational pres-
tige. Ratings for occupations not listed on this scale were 
obtained by interpolation, assisted by the use of the occu-
pational scales of Edwards, Counts, and Deeg and Patterson. 
Lenski,68 studying status crystallization in Detroit, 
employed social status as one of two basic variables. The 
NORG scale of occupational prestige was chosen as the basis 
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on which to determine social status. Five occupationa1 
prestige levels were defined, and extrapolations were made 
from rated occupations to others not listed in the study. 
Extrapolations were necessary in over fifty percent of the 
occupations in the Detroit sample. 
A method of measuring the existence of social mobility 
patterns on the basis of occupation, education, and reli-
gious affiliation was undertaken by Deasy.69 The North-
Hatt (NORC) scale was utilized in rating the occupations of 
respondents' spouses and their fathers. For those occupa-
tions not on the NORC scale, the writer assigned scores as 
nearly equivalent as possible to scores that had been as-
signed to similar occupations on the North-Hatt scale. 
The relationship between social status and leisure 
styles was the object of an investigation by Clarke.70 
The NORC Occupational Prestige Scale was selected as the 
measure best suited to determine social status since: 
"Occupational prestige is generally, regarded as the most 
valid index of social status." Final ratings of occupa= 
tions not mentioned on the NORG scale were based on the 
average of individual ratings'itra:de ·by five sociologists 
asked to compare and equate these occupational titles with 
those on the scale and assign prestige ratings to them., 
Empey71 conducted a study of the occupational plans 
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and aspirations of high school seniors in an effort to 
obtain a more accurate picture of occupational aspirations. 
The occupational status of the father was the criter:ion for 
defining the social class of respondents. The author for-
mulated an occupational scale for the study by combining 
the North-Hatt (NORC) and the Smith occupational prestige 
scales. 
A study testing the belief that educational and occu-
pational aspirations of young people are associated with 
the social status of their families was conducted by Sewell, 
Haller, and Straus72 among 4,167 high school seniors. Data 
for the dependent variable, level of occupational aspira-
tion, were taken from a question concerning the vocation 
the student planned to entere Responses to this question 
were assigned real or interpolated North~Hatt (NORC) occu-
pational prestige values. 
The studies just presented represent only a sample of 
the wide variety of situations in which the NORG scale has 
been used by researchers for the purpose of determining 
socioeconomic status. 
Summary 
The intent of the first part of Chapter II was to ex-
plore the nature and significance of various aspects of 
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professionalism. A brief review of literature in the area 
of teacher role was presented since, in the writer's opin-
ion, a teacher's attitude toward the profession is largely 
dependent upon an individual's understanding and acceptance 
of his own professional role. The various dimensions of 
professionalization were discussed at length due to the. 
necessity of considering these factors in a measurement of 
professionalism. The main characteristics of a profes-
sional, as brought out by the review of literature, may be 
summarized as the possession of a client-service orienta-
tion, a disposition to unite with colleagues, a monopoly 
of knowledge in a particular area, and an authority to 
make decisions within the field of specialization. 
Socioeconomic status was first reviewed in a general 
manner, then some methods of assessing SES were presented. 
The use of occupational prestige as a means of determining 
socioeconomic class was discussed, followed by a review of 
selected studies in which the NORG Occupational Prestige 
Scale has been used to determine social class. 
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CHAPTER III 
RESEARCH METHODOLOGY AND PROCEDURES 
The hypothesis being investigated by this study is: 
It is hypothesized that there will be no significant dif-
ferences between the mean professionalism scores of teachers 
from low, middle, or high socioeconomic level schools,at 
the .05 level of significance. In order to test the pro-
posed hypothesis, it'was necessary to collect data on the 
professional role orientation of teachers and determine the 
socioeconomic level of the elementary schools involved in 
the study. Realizing that factors of a demographic nature 
might also have a bearing upon the study, a form was devised 
to collect personal informatio.n on each respondent partici-
pating in.the study. 
Design of the Study 
The basic design of the study is ex post facto. Ker-
linger defines ex post facto research as: 
••• that research in which the independent 
variable or variables have already occurred 
and in which the researcher starts with the 
observation of a dependent variable or vari= 
ables. He then.studies the independent 
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variables in retrospect for their possible rela= 
tions to, and effects on, the dependent variable 
or variables.l 
Theoretically speaking, an ex post facto design is 
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less scientific than a true experimental design. As implied 
in the definition, the greatest limitation of ex post facto 
research is inability to control independent variables (in 
the case of this study, socioeconomic class). Although it 
is possible to choose subjects randomly in ex post facto 
studies, it is not possible to assign either subjects or 
treatments to groups at random. In other words, both sub-
jects and treatments are already assigned to the groups. 
Therefore, lack of opportunity to select subject in a truly 
random fashion is a second limitation of this type research 
design. A third weakness of ex post facto research is the 
danger of improper interpretation. This third weakness is 
largely a result of the first limitation, lack of independ-
ent variable control.2 It is the presence of the risk of 
improper interpretation which makes it imperative that the 
present study explore the possibility that factors other 
than socioeconomic status of the school would have a bear-
ing upon professional orientation scores. 
However, Kerlinger points out the value of ex post 
facto research designs to the area of education by saying: 
Despite its weaknesses, much ex post facto 
research must be done in psychology, sociology, 
and education simply because many research 
problems in the social sciences and education 
do not lend themselves to experimental inquiry.3 
Instrumentation 
Personal Data Questionnaire 
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The personal data questionnaire was constructed espe-
cially for this study to elicit the following information 
from each respondent: sex, age, marital status, level of 
assignment, number of years in the present school, total 
teaching experience, and amount of professional preparation. 
It was felt that an examination of these variables would be 
necessary as an aid in avoiding misinterpr~tation of study 
data. The personal data questionnaire may be found in 
Appendix A. 
Professional Role Orientation Scale 
As previously stated, the professional role orienta-
tion of teachers was measured by the Professional Role Ori-
entation Scale. This scale was developed by Corwin and his 
staff as part of a United States Office of Education pro-
ject.4 The first step in development of the- scale was an 
intensive review of the literature from which a number of 
items were selected which were believed to be appropriate 
to a measurement of this type. The items were then screened 
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for possible duplication. One-half of the items were 
rejected and the remainder were submitted to a panel of 
sociologists who judged them for relevance to dimensions of 
the professional concept. Five categories were established 
as representing sub-scales of the total professional scale. 
The five sub-scales were subsequently reduced to four as 
follows: client orientation, orientation to the profession 
and to colleagues, competence based on knowledge, and be-
lief that teachers should have decision-making authority. 
The items were then organized into a questionnaire which 
repondents answered by choosing one of five responses: 
"strongly agree," "agree," "undecided," "disagree," or 
11 strongly disagree. n The responses were weighted from five 
to one. 
Following initial administration of the scale, those 
items which did not discriminate sufficiently between the 
high and low of the sample were eliminated. To determine 
the items for elimination, the responses of those individ= 
uals whose total scale scores were in the upper quartile 
were compared on each item with those individuals who were 
in the lower quartile of score distribution. Items on 
which there were no significant diffe-rerces we·re then ex= 
eluded from the scale.5 
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Scale Reliability 
Items tentatively chosen for the scale were then ran-
domly divided into two. sets, which were correlated with 
each other. Split-half correlation for the professional 
scale was r=.48, which when corrected with the Spearman-
Brown prophesy formula is rn=.65. The split-half reliabil-
ity for the scale was considered acceptable.6 
Scale Validity 
Final scale validation was accomplished by adminis-
tering the scale to groups of persons with reputations of 
being "good" and "poor" professionals. Those in the high 
professional validating groups had five or more years of 
professional training and were full-time classroom teachers. 
In order to include persons who were highly professional 
but who might not meet the above qualifications, persons 
who had presented papers to one or more professional meet-
ings, had been active in professional committees, published 
two or more articles~ or held office in a professional asso-
ciation were included in this validating groupo The low 
professional validating group was composed of both full and 
part=time teachers trained in all types of institutions, 
who were not members or were infrequent members of profes= 
sional associations, who had not held office in or been 
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ve.ry active in professional associations, who subscribed 
to only one professional journal, or who had done little if 
any publishing.7 
Following administration of the Pro·fessional Role Ori-
entation ·s·cale to the high and low professional validating 
groups, the critical ratio of 10. 7 was obtained.·· This crit-
ical ratio. was significant beyond the .01 level.a 
NORG Occupational Prestige Scale 
The basic social class measurement scale for this 
study was the NORG Occupational Prestige Scale, often refer-
red to as the North-Hatt Occupational Prestige Scale after 
Professors Cecil G. North and Paul K. Hatt, directors of 
the project for the National Opinion Research Center.9 
The scale was developed as a result of a 1946 study based 
upon the responses of 2,920 persons. 
The original list of occupations for the NORG survey 
contained one hundred entries based on the most frequently 
reported occupations from all levels of status on the 1940 
census report. This list was later reduced to seventy= 
eight, primarily by eliminating womenYs occupations" To 
these seventy-eight were added nine more occupations of a 
scientific or governmental nature. Two near=duplicates 
(instructor in the public schools and automobile repairman) 
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were added as a check on the consistency of respondentsf 
Judgments. This list was expanded to ninety with the addi-
tion of TTofficial of an international labor union.TT 
Respondents were asked to indicate their personal opin-
ion of the general standing of an occupation as represented 
by one of six responses: excellent standing, average stand-
ing, poor standing, and "'don't know." 
Correlations between educational attainment, income 
level, and occupation were achieved by selecting forty-five 
occupations from the NORG Scale and the 1950 census which 
were comparable and determining the median level of educa-
tional attainment and the median income level. The rank 
correlation of median income level with NORG prestige scores 
for occupations is +.85. For median level of educational 
attainment and NORC prestige scores the correlation is 
+.83. Thus either income or education may be regarded as 
a good predictor of the general standing of an occupation.10 
The first step in the ranking of occupations was to 
eliminate all ndon 1 t known responses. The five remaining 
choices were then weighted with 11 excellent!' given a score 
of five; ngood," four; naverage," three; nsomewhat below 
average," two; and TTpoor,n one. The percentage of total 
ratings in each response category was multiplied by its 
weight. ·The total of the weighting of the five percentages 
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was divided by five to obtain a single score for each occu-
pation. Thus, United State Supreme Court Justice receives 
a NORC score of ninety-four and a rank of one by multiply-
ing the percentage of raters who choose this occupation as 
"excellent" (77%) by five; "good" (18%) by four; "average" 
(4%) by three; "below average" (1%} by one. The sum of the 
weighted scores divided by five yields a NORC score of 
ninety-four. The final result is a progression of scores 
from a high of ninety-four to a l,ow of thirty-four, with a 
frequent number of equal scores. The rank ordering of 
scores results in half-number ranks and gaps in rank order)! 
The Sample 
Participants in this study were elementary teachers 
employed by the Oklahoma City Public Schools. The total 
sample, consisting of over three-hundred teachers, was 
divided approximately equally among schools in the three 
SES level. After the questionnaires were administered, one 
hundred teachers were randomly selected from each SES cate-
gory as the basis for the study. 
Participating schools were chosen with the aid of the. 
Di.rec.tor of Research and the Dire~.tor of Elementary Educa-
tion for the Oklahoma City Public Schoolso Six schools 
were suggested as being within the requirements for high 
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SES schools, all of which participated in the study. Ten 
schools were suggested for the low SES schools. Five of 
the ten were randomly select~d for participation, with two 
alternates. Nine schools were recommended for the middle 
SES level, of which four were chosen along with two alter-
nates. Following tentative selection, occupational infor-
mation was gathered to determine whether alternate schools 
would be utilized. 
The criterion by which schools were placed in SES 
categories was the median occupational prestige score for 
the school as established by the NORC Occupational Pres-
tige Scale. Socioeconomic levels for the study were based 
upon a modification of socioeconomic classifications sug-
gested by Kahl, 12 who divided the NORC scale scores into 
five groups; professional and administrative, semiprofes-
sional and medium-level administrative, highly skilled 
manual workers, semiskilled manual workers, and unskilled 
laborers. These classifications were modified for this 
study to: high SES school, those occupations regarded as 
professional, semiprofessional or administrative, with a 
NORC scale score between 1 and 37; middle SES school, those 
occupations regarded as skilled or semiskilled, with a 
NORC scale score between 39 and 62.5; low SES school, those 
occupations regarded as unskilled or manual labor, with a 
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NORC scale score between 65.5 and 90. Information regard= 
ing parent occupation was obtained from a twenty percent 
random sample of student enrollment cards in each school. 
Examples of occupation information and corresponding NORC 
scale scores are available in Appendix B. 
Data Collection and Treatment 
Responses were obtained from respondents assembled in 
faculty meetings at the individual schools. Accuracy of 
responses to personal data questions was stressed, as was 
the necessity for responses to all items on the Professional 
Orientation Scale. 
After data had been collected from all schools, the 
questionnaires in each SES category were numbered. Then 
by use of a random number table one hundred were selected 
from each SES category as the basis for the studyo Per= 
sonal data and responses to each item of the Professional 
Orientation Scale were transferred to IBM cards, after 
which programs designed for the IBM 7040 computer were used 
in the analysis of data. Analysis of data consisted of the 
following procedures:' 
1. Chi=square tests of the randomness of subject dis-
tribution among the three SES levels~ 
2. One=way analysis of variance of (a) total staff 
professionalism scores for the three SES groups; 
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(b) staff professionalism scores in each SES level 
for all demographic variables. 
3. Tabulation of subject responses to each item of 
the Professional Orientation Scale, available in 
Appendix C. 
Summary 
In this chapter the design of the study has been pre-
sented as being ex post facto. The two major instruments 
employed in the study have been reviewed in greater detail. 
Finally, the statistical treatment of the data gathered 
from the respondents has been outlined. Chapter IV will 
contain the presentation and analysis of data. 
lKerlinger, p. 360. 
2Ibid., pp. 361-362. 
3rbid., p. 372. 
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CHAPTER IV 
PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA 
The primary objective of this chapter is to analyze 
the data collected from respondents in an effort to deter-
mine whether differences in teacher professionalism are 
present among schools which vary in socioeconomic status. 
A secondary objective is to investigate the relationship, 
if any, existing between demographic factors and profes-
sionalism. 
Findings of the study are reported under two headings; 
first, analysis of data related to sample distribution in 
regard to demographic variables; and second, analysis of 
data relating to the testing of the hypothesiso A discus-
sion of the conclusions and recommendations resulting from 
the study will be presented in Chapter V. 
Analysis of Demographic Variables in the Sample 
Chi-square tests were employed to test for randomness 
of distribution of demographic variables in the sample. 
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Table I presents chi-square analyses of dependent variables 
. . 
in which teachers were hormAlly distributed among the three 
groups. 
The variable "NumbE!!r of Years at this School" in Table 
I, although insignificant in the chi-square analysis, is 
deserving of cormnent. The number of teachers in high SES 
schools drops sharply 'from seventy-one in the one .. to-five 
year cell to eighteen in the six-to-ten year cell. The most 
probable explanation is that of the six schools in the high 
SES category, only two were over ten years old, therefore 
only a relatively small number of teachers in the high SES 
group had an opportunity to be assigned to one school over 
ten years. 
The analyses indicate that the three SES groups are 
most nearly homogeneous in the·variables of sex and marital 
status. A random distribution of teachers throughout a 
large school system would be expected to reflect normality 
on these two variables. 
Chi-Square Analysis of Level of Teacher Assignment 
Chi-square analyses of demographic factors which proved 
to be significantly different among the three SES levels 
are presented in Tables II and III. 
The most striking feature iQ. Table II is the number of 
TABU-I 
CHI-SQUARE ANALYSIS OF DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLES WHICH WERE NOT 
SIGNIFICANTLY DIFFERENT BETWEEN SOCIOECONOMIC GROUPS 
Factor Cell Classification x2 
NUMBER OF YF.ARS .Low SES Middle SES Hi'h SES 
AT THISSCHOOL (of) (ef) (of) (ef) (of (ef) 
--
l - 5 57 60 52 60 71 60 
6 - 10 24 22~66 26 22.66 18 22.66 
11 - 15 8 8.66 14 8.66 4 8.66 
16 and Above 11 8.66 a· 8.66 7 
-
8.66 lJ.. 6:C~n·•·* 
TOTAL YEARS 
TEACHING EXPER.IENCE 
l - 10 44 51 56 51 53 51 
11 - 20 26 24.67 26 24.67 22 24.67 
21' - 30 20 15.33 8 15.33 18 15.33 
30 and Above 10 9 10 9 7 9 8.01 n.1.* 
* at .05 level 
0\ 
.... 
TABLE I (continued) 
Low SES Middle SES High SES 
AGE (of) (ef) (of) (ef) (of) (ef) 
-
20 - 29 23 27 23 27 35 27 
30 - 39 21 23 30 2.3 18 23 
40 - 49 28 20.66 18 20.66 16 20.66 
50 • 59 20 21 21 21 22 21 
60 - 69 8 8.33 8 8.33 9 8.33 11.43 n.s.* 
MARITAL STATUS 
-
Single 14 12.33 10 12.33 13 12.33 
Married 71 75 78 75 76 75 
Divorced 8 5.67 5 5.67 4 5.67 
Widow/er 7 7 7 7 7 7 2.61 n.s.* 
SEX 
-
Males 9 6.33 4 6.33 6 6.33 
Females 91 93.66 96 93.66 94 93.66 2.14 n.s.* Q"\ 
* at .05 level 00 
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teachers classed as "other" in the low SES schools as com~ 
pared to middle and high. One factor entering into this 
difference probably lies in the fact that all schools in 
the low SES group are Title I schools under the Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act. Being thus qualified, these 
schools are eligible for additional funds to secure special-
help teachers. This feature of personnel distribution is 
however worthy of additional discussion. 
The finding of an unusually large number of teachers 
classified as "other" (Table II) in the low SES group may 
actually reflect a situation which could have been pre-
dicted. A report by the NEA Research Division in 1961 
indicated a trend toward more specialists in elementary 
education for the purpose of working with students experi-
encing difficulties in school. 1 . An indication that Okla-
homa is following the expected trend is reflected_ in NEA 
Research Division reports of 1959 and 19650 In the school 
year 1958 and 1959 Oklahoma employed nine~hundred fifty-
seven new elementary classroom teachers, of which twenty-
seven were special education teachers. For the 1964 and 
1965 school year these figures had increased to one thou~· 
sand sixty-four and thirty-nine respectively.2 Further 
indication that this finding should have be~n expected is 
contained in another NEA Research Division publication 
Factor 
k&2l AS£GNMENT 
K • 3 
4 - 6 
Other* 
TABLE II 
CHI•SQUARE ANALYSIS OF DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLE WHICH 
WAS SIGNIFICANTLY DIFFERENT BETWEEN GROUPS 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
Cell Classificiation 
Low SES Middle SES Hi'h SES (of) (ef). (of) (ef) (of (ef) 
so 52.33 53 52.33 54 52.33 
35 39.67 43 39.67 41 39.67 
15 8 4. 8 s 8 
* Includes-multi•level assignment·s ancfspec:lal education te-a.cliers. 
** Significant at .05 level 
x2 
10.30** 
....., 
Q 
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wherein the opinion is expressed that passage of Public 
Law 89-l.O, containing special provisions applicable to dis-
advantaged areas of school districts, would call for a 
large number of specially trained elementary teachers.3 
Evidence as to whether the teachers in this sample conform 
to projected trends may be gathered from an examination of 
the data, Appendix D. Of the fifteen teachers classified 
11 other11 in the low SES cell, thirteen are special education 
teachers and two have multi-grade assignments. In the mid~ 
dle SES group there are two teachers with multi-grade as-
signments and two special education teachers. Of the five 
nother" teachers in the high SES group, one is multi-grade 
and four are special education. Thus, finding a large num-
ber of special education teachers in the low SES schools 
of Oklahoma City confirms a compliance to state and national 
trends. 
Chi-Square Analysis of Teacher Professional Preparat.,iQ.~ 
The greatest departure from normality of distribution 
occurs in level of professional preparation, as shown in 
Table III" In order to present a more complete picture, 
Table IV has been prepared, showing the level of profes·-
sional preparation and age of teachers. One noticeable 
feature is that there are almost two times as many teachers 
TABLE "III 
CHI-SQUARE ANALYSIS OF DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLE WHICH WAS 
SIGNIFICANTLY DIFFERENT BETWEEN GROUPS 
Factor 
TEACHER PROFESSIONAL Low SES Middle SES High SES 
PREPARATION (of) (ef) (of) (ef) (of) (ef) 
Bachelors 18 22 30 22 18 22 
Bachelors+ 30 41.33 40 41.33 54 41.33 
Masters 26 20.33 21 20.33 14 20.33 
Masters+ 26 16.33 9 16.33 14 16.33 
* Significant at .05 level 
x2 
24.33* 
....... 
N 
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with Masters Degrees br abbve in the low SES grohp of 
schools as in the middle or hiktt. Since special education 
teachers tend to be more experiencedand are often reqtiired 
to have specialized training beyond that required for nor-
mal certification, the reported difference might have been 
predicted.4 
Another source of difference indicated in Table III is 
that teachers in the low SES schools are better educated as 
a total group than are teachers in middle and high SES 
schools; a phenomenon encountered by Herriott and St. John 
in their study of urba~ schools.5 The higher level of pro-
fessional preparation by teachers in low SES schools is 
broken down in Table IV which shows forty-one teachers in 
low SES schools with a Masters Degree or above in the forty 
and over age groups, compared to eighteen in the same cate-
gories of high SES schools and twenty-three in the middle 
SES schools. When examining the factor of professional 
preparation one must keep in mind that women teachers fre-
quently interrupt their career for family reasons. Table 
IV shows this situation may well be operating in this sam-
ple when it is observed that there are only twenty-eight 
teachers out of three hundred with a Masters Degree or 
above in the twenty to thirty-nine age group. Finally, 
the data in Tables III and IV suggest that, as far as 
TABLE IV 
LEVEL OF PROFESSIONAL PREPARATION AND AGE 
Age Groups in Low SES Schools 
LEVEL OF PROFESSIONAL 
PREPARATION 20-29 30-39 40-49 50-59 60-0ver To,tal 
Bachelors .9 3 5 1 0 18 
Bachelbrs + 12 9 5 2 2 30 
Masters 1 5 9 10 1 26 
Masters-+ 1 4 9 . 7 5 26 
Age Groups in Middle SE_S Schools 
Bachelors 13 9 6 2. 0 30 
Bachelors+ 8 16 4 9 3· 40 
Masters 2 5 5 5 4 21 
Masters+ 0 0 3 5 1 9 
....... 
~ 
20-29 
Bachelors 11 
Bachelors+ 21 
Masters 2 
Masters+ 1 
. TABLE IV (continued) 
Age Groups in H~gh SES Schools 
30-39 40-49 50-59 
3 1 2 
8 8 11 
5 3 4 
2 4 5 --
60-0ver 
1 
6 
0 
2 
Total 
18 
54 
14 
14 
" VI 
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professional preparation is concerned, teachers in the mid-
dle, and particularly in the high SES schools, have a tend-
ency to become content with their level of professional 
preparation. 
Analysis of Variance of Demographic Variables 
Tables V to XIII present one-way analysis of variance 
results for demographic variables and professionalism 
scores. Two out of nine demographic factors yielded sig-
nificant differences in professionalism scores. The first, 
which tests the relationship between number of years at 
the school and professiQnalism scores is shown in Table 
IX. Professionalism scores and number of years at the 
school do not show significant relationships in low or mid-
dle SES schools. However, the results of the analysis in-
dicate that in the high SES schools there is a relationship 
between teacher professionalism scores and the number of 
years assigned to the school. In order for the reader to 
gain a better understanding of this situation Table XIV 
has been prepared showing professionalism scores according 
to the number of years teachers have been assigned to the 
present school. 
Inspection of Table XIV shows a score range of thir-
teen points for the three hundred teachers, with all scores 
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except three falling within a range of nine points. The 
possible score range on the Professional Orientation Scale 
was from a low of sixteen to a high of eighty •. It is read-
ily observed that of the three hundred teachers in the 
study, one hundred eighty had been in the present school 
five years or less. Of the one hundred teachers in the 
high SES group, in the zero-to-five year category, seventy-
one had a professionalism score of fifty-five. The remain-
ing twenty-nine were scattered in various year categories 
to a high score of sixty-five, a range of ten points. No 
teacher in this group had been at the participating school 
over twenty-five years. The middle SES teachers were like-
wise concentrated in the zero-to-five year categroy, with 
fifty-two teachers scoring fifty-six. · The scores in the 
middle SES group range to a maximum of sixty-two, a spread 
of six points. Three teachers in this group had been as-
signed to the school over twenty-five years. Teachers in 
the low SES schools provided the widest range of scores, 
thirteen points, between a low of fifty-four and high of 
sixty-seven. Even though six teachers in this group were 
lower than all others in score, the majority is again con-
centrated in the zero-to-five year category. There are 
four teachers in this group who have been at the school 
over twenty-five years. 
TABLE V 
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF MEAN PROFESSIONALISM 
SCORES AND SEX 
Low SES 
SOURCE df S.S. M. S. F 
Total 99 5316.511 
Between Groups 1 .679 .67968 
Within Groups 98 5315.832 54.24318 .01253 
3.94 required 
Middle SES 
Total 99 1694.164 
Between Groups 1 3.921 3. 92187 
Within.Groups 98 1690.242 17.24736 .22738 
3.94 required 
High SES 
Total 99 2352.593 
Between Groups 1 59.117 59.11718 
Within Groups 98 2293.476 23.40282 2.52607 
3.94 required 
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TABLE VI 
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF MEAN PROFESSIONALISM 
SCORES AND AGE 
Low SES 
SOURCE df S.S. M. S. F 
Total 99 5316.511 
Between Groups 4 140.437 35.10937 
Within Groups 95 5176.074 54.48499 .64438 
2.46 required 
Middle SES 
Total 99 1694.164 
Between Groups 4 50.996 12.74902 
Within Groups 95 1643.167 17.29650 .73708 
2.46 required 
High SES' 
Total 99 2352.593 
Between Groups 4 36.671 9.16796 
Within Groups 95 2315.921 24.37812 .37611 
2.46 required 
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TABLE VII 
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF MEAN PROFESSIONALISM 
SCORES AND MARITAL STATUS 
Low SES 
SOURCE df s.s. M.S. F 
Total 99 5316.511 
Between Groups 3 240.441 80.14713 
Within Groups 96 5076.070 52.87573 1.51576 
2.70 required 
Middle SES 
Total 99 1694.164 
Between Groups 3 25.839 8.61328 
Within Groups 96 1668.324 17.37837 .49563 
2.70 required 
High SES 
Total 99 2352.593 
Between Groups 3 60.792 20.26432 
Within Groups 96 2291.800 23.87292 .84884 
2. 70 required 
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TABLE VIII 
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF MEAN PROFESSIONALISM 
SCORES AND GRADE PLACEMENT 
SOURCE df 
Total 99 
Between Groups 8 
Within Groups 91 
2.04 required 
Total 99 
Between Groups 8 
Within Groups 91 
2.04 required 
Total 99 
Between Groups 8 
Within Groups 91 
2.04 required 
Low SES 
s.s. 
5316.511 
379.046 
4937.464 
Middle SES 
1694.164 
77.578 
1616.585 
High SES 
2352.593 
265.300 
2087.292 
M. S. 
47.38085 
54.25785 
9.69726 
17.76468 
33.16259 
F 
.87325 
.54587 
22.93728 1.44579 
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TABLE IX 
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF MEAN PROFESSIONALISM 
SCORES AND YEARS IN THIS SCHOOL 
Low SES 
SOURCE df S.S. M. S. F 
Total 99 5316.511 
Between Groups 7 458.593 65.51339 
Within Groups 92 4857.917 52.80345 1.24070 
2.12 required 
Middle SES 
Total 99 1694.164 
Between Groups 7 43.578 7.26302 
Within Groups 92 1650.585 17.74823 .40922 
2.12 required 
High SES 
Total 99 2352.593 
Between Groups 7 206.562 51. 64062 
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Within Groups 92 2146.031 22.58980 2.28601* 
2.12 required 
TABLE X 
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF MEAN PROFESSIONALISM 
SCORES AND TOTAL YEARS EXPERIENCE 
SOURCE 
Total 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
2.04 required 
Total 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
2.04 required 
Total 
Between Groups 
Within Groups 
2.04 required 
df 
99 
9 
90 
99 
9 
90 
99 
9 
90 
Low SES 
S.S. 
5316.511 
437.714 
4878.796 
Middle SES 
1694.164 
190.179 
1503.984 
High SES 
2352.593 
92.589 
2260.003 
M. S. 
48.63498 
54.20885 
27.16852 
F 
.89717 
16.34765 1.66192 
11.57373 
24.83520 .46602 
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TABLE XI 
ANALYSIS OF. VARIANCE OF MEAN PROFESSIONALISM SCORES 
AND LEVEL OF PROFESSIONAL PREPARATION 
Low SES 
SOURCE df s.s. M. S. F 
Total 99. 5316.511 
Between Groups 3 291.183 97.06119 
Within Groups 96 5025.328 52.34716 1.85418 
2.70 required 
Middle SES 
Total 99 1694.164 
Between Groups 3 26.628 8.87630 
Within Groups 96 1667.535 17.37015 .51100 
2.70 required 
High SES 
Total 99 2352.593 
Between Groups 3 11.179 3.72656 
Within Groups 96 2341.414 24.38972 .15279 
2.70 required 
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TABLE XII 
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF MEAN PROFESSIONALIS~ 
SCORES AND UNDERGRADUATE PREPARATION 
SOURCE df 
Total 99 
Between Groups 1 
Within Groups 98 
3.94 required 
Total 99 
Between Groups 1 
Within Groups 98 
3.94 required 
Total 99 
Between Groups 1 
Within Groups 98 
3.94 required 
Low SES 
S.S. 
5316.511 
24.273 
5292.238 
Middle SES 
1694.164 
29.804 
1664.359 
High SES 
2352.593 
31.890 
2320.703 
M. S. F 
24.27343 
54.00243 
29.80468 
.44948 
16.98325 1.75494 
31.89062 
23.68064 1.34669 
85 
TABLE XIII 
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OP MEAN PROFESSIONALISM 
SCORES AND GRADUATE PREPARATION 
Low SES 
~--· 
SOURCE df S.S. M. S. F 
----
Total 99 5316.511 
Between Groups 1 223.660 223.66015 
Within Groups 98 5092.851 51.96787 4.30381* 
3.94 required 
Middle SES 
Total 99 1694.164 
Between Groups 2 12.878 6.43945 
Within Groups 97 1681. 285 17.33283 .37151 
-------... --·----~ 
3.94 required 
------------
High SES 
-·-. ··-·-·---------·----·-------------
Total 
Bct-:cJeen Groups 
Within Groups 
99 
') 
'--
97 
-·--·--·------ ---3. 91.} requ.ired 
2352.593 
22.62109 
2307.351 23.78712 .95098 
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PROFESSIONALISM 
SCORES 0-5 
L M 
54 
55 57 
56 52 
57 
58 
59 
60 
61 
62 
63 
64 
65 
66 
67 
Totals 57 52 
TABLE XIV 
SUMMARY OF PROFESSIONALISM SCORES AND 
NUMBER OF YEARS IN THIS SCHOOL 
Number of Years in this School by SES Groups 
6-10 11-15 16-20 21-25 
H L M H L M · H L M H L M H 
6 
71 
26 18 L4 
24 5 
4 
l 5 
s · 
2 
71 24 26 18. 8 14 4 6 5 2 1 - 5 
26-Above 
L M 
1 
3 
1 
1 
1 
4 3 
H 
-
00 
·.._J 
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Examination of Table IX reveals a low F score for the 
middle SES group, indicating little relationship between 
professionalism scores and number of years at the school. 
The range of scores in this group was six points, and only 
three teachers had been at the school over twenty-five 
years. Table IX shows that teachers in the low SES schools 
were approaching the significance level in relationship 
between professionalism score and number of years at the 
school. It will be recalled that these teachers had a 
score range of thirteen points, and that four teachers had 
been assigned to their current school over twenty-five 
years. Finally, the statistically significant F score for 
teachers in the high SES schools relects a highly concen-
trated group whose professionalism scores had a range of 
ten points, with no teacher assigned to the school over 
twenty-five years. 
Examination of Tables IX and XIV reveal that as the 
difference in range of scores between SES groups increases, 
the F score decreases. For example, the difference in 
score range between low SES and middle SES is seven points 
and the F score difference is .84, whereas the F difference 
between high SES and low SES is 1.04 with a score range 
difference of three. Therefore, it appears that range of 
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scores is not the factor which effects statistical signifi-
cance. 
Investigation of Table IX and XIV indicated that dif-
ference in number of teachers in an age group scoring 
approximately the same varies in the same direction as F 
scores. The greatest difference in F score is between mid-
dle and high SES teachers, and the greatest difference in 
number of teachers in one age-group scoring approximately 
the same is also between high and middle. The least dif-
ference in both F score and concentration of teachers is 
between high SES and low SES. 
Thus, analysis of the data indicates that in this sam-
ple there is a relationship existing between professionalism 
score and number of years at the school among teachers of 
high SES schools but not among teachers in middle and low 
SES schools. Since range of scores does not seem to be a 
factor, and the distribution of scores among other year 
periods are approximately equal, the significance pro-
ducing factor must lie in a concentrated number of teachers. 
This situation is found to be operating in the zero-to-five 
year category, with the low and middle SES schools having 
similar numbers, whereas the high SES level has an unusu= 
ally large number of teachers in this category. The con-
clusion reached is that, in this instance, significance 
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results from teacher distribution, not from a variability 
in professionalism scores. 
The second significant F score resulted from analysis 
of va~iance which tested for the existence of a relation-
ship between professionalism score and graduate preparation. 
Table XIII shows that F scores for high and middle SES 
groups do not approach the point of significance, while 
the low SES teachers score just beyond significance level. 
When the difference between significance and non-signifi= 
cance is .36 the observation may be made that while a rela-
tionship is present, it is not a vigorous one. A more com-
prehensive presentation of information relevant to this 
relationship is given in Table XV, which presents the type 
of graduate preparation possessed by teachers in each SES 
group and mean professionalism scores. 
Inspection of Table XV shows that there are thirty 
teachers in the middle SES group with no graduate prepara-
tion, as compared to eighteen and nineteen in the high and 
low SES groups respectively. Looking at the analysis of 
variance F score, Table XIII, then at Table XV, it is noted 
that the number of teachers who do not have graduate pre= 
paration apparently has little affect upon F scores. How-
ever, the F scores for the high SES group and the low SES 
group are radically different, even though they are similar 
Type of Graduate 
Preparation 
None 
Within Field of 
Education 
Outside Field of 
Education 
TABLE XV 
TYPE OF GRADUATE PREPARATION BY SES CIASSIFICATION 
Number of Teachers and.Mean Professionalism Score 
Low Mean Profes- · Middle Mean Profes- High 
SES sionalism Score SES sionalism Score SES 
19 53.84 30 57.26 18 
81 57.65 67 56.49 78 
0 3 56.33 4 
Mean Profes-
sionalism Score 
57.33 
57.73 
. 61. 00 
'° ........ 
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in respect to number of teachers having no graduate prepara-
tion and graduate preparation within the field of education. 
Therefore, the significance must lie in the fact that all 
teachers in the low SES schools have graduate majors with-
in the field of education, whereas those in the middle and 
high SES schools do not. 
It is interesting to note that the mean profession-
alism score of teachers in the high SES group, with grad-
uate majors outside the field of education, was five points 
above those in the middle SES group. The small number of 
teachers (seven) in this latter situation make a meaningful 
analysis of this latter phenomenon impractical in the pre-
sent study. 
Finally, a tabulation has been made showing how 
teachers in different SES classifications responded to 
each item of the Professional Orientation Scale. These 
data are available in Appendix C. 
Analysis of Data Relating to the Hypothesis 
The study hypothesis was tested by an analysis of vari-
ance, which measured the amount of difference existing 
between teachers' mean professionalism scores and the 
. 
· sociioeconomic status of the schools in which they taught. 
93 
The analysis of variance testing the hypothesis is presented 
in Table XVI. As previously stated, the hypothesis is: 
HO: It is hypothesized that there will be no signifi-
cant differences between the mean professionalism scores of 
teachers from low, middle, or high socioeconomic level 
schools at the .05 level of significance. 
The primary purpose of this study was an attempt to 
ascertain the extent to which teachers possess a profes-
sional or~entation and to discover how these were distrib-
uted among elementary schools of different socioeconomic 
status. When the factor of horizontal career mobility is 
considered6 the implication is often made that teachers 
remaining in low SES schools are in some manner inferior 
to those moving to "better" schools.7 If the teachers 
moving to higher SES schools are indeed professionally 
superior, there may well be differences in their profes-
sional orientation as compared to teachers in the low status 
schools. On the other hand, the null hypothesis under 
which this study was conducted was based on the premise 
that a person's orientation to his profession is an indi-
vidual matter (p. 6). If this premise is correct, we would 
expect to find no significant relationship between profes-
sionalism mean scores and the socioeconomic status of 
schools. 
TABL~XVI 
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF TEACHERS' MEAN PROFESSIONALISM 
SCORES AND SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS OF SCHOOLS 
SOURCE df s.s. M. S. F 
Total 299 9427.55468 
Between Groups 2 64.28125 32.14062 
Withing Groups 297 9363.27343 31.52617 1.01049 
3.03 required at .OS 
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Table XVI indicated no statistically significant rela-
tionship between professionalism scores and socioeconomic 
status of schools in which responding teachers are employed. 
There are indications in recent literature that teachers 
from different SES schools should be similar in their pro-
fessional orientation. Herriott and St. John in their 
study of four hundred ninety schools in 1962 found that 
their prediction of a significantly lower career satisfac-
tion among teachers in low status schools was not upheld. 
Current job difficulties and dissatisfaction with certain 
environmental conditions did not seem to affect their 
apprasial of the professional aspects of their careers.8 
In fact they report that elementary teachers in low SES 
schools actually indicate greater enjoyment with most 
aspects of the work of teaching than do teachers from 
higher SES schools.9 
The image of the ghetto teacher revealed in a 1968 
study by the National Advisory Commission of Civil Dis-
orders is far different from the prevailing opinion held 
by the lay public and many educators. The commission 
reports that instead of fitting the accepted image of un-
happy, untrained, green recruits, they like their work and 
and want to stay. The teachers in ghetto schools are well 
educated and experienced. They are not excessively worried 
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about classroom discipline, and are confident of the qual-
ity of their schools and colleagues. 10 
Summary 
The first portion of Chapter IV was concerned with an 
investigation of demographic factors related to the study. 
Chi-square analyses revealed significant departure from 
normality on two variables, level of assignment and amount 
of professional preparation. Examination of the data and 
related literature points out that while statistically 
significant, these two deviations from random distribution 
are plausible and might well have been predicted. Analysis 
of variance procedures testing the relationship between 
demographic variables and professionalism score revealed 
two significant F scores, one regarding professionalism 
and years at the school, the other professionalism and 
type of graduate preparation. Even though these two rela~ 
tionships are statistically significant, the significance 
is not strong, and a plausible explanation is available. 
The concluding part of Chapter IV presented an anal-
ysis of the data in regard to the hypothesis and mention 
of literature which would lend support to the findings of 
the study. 
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CHAPTER V 
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Review 
The central problem of this study was an investigation 
of the relationship, if any, existing between the profes-
sional role orientation of teachers and the socioeconomic 
status of the school in which the teachers are employed. 
In this study the term "professionalism" has been used 
interchangeably with professional role orientation. No 
attempt has been made to determine the extent to which 
teaching meets the various criteria of a profession. The 
definition of professionalism used in this study was formu-
lated by the writer on the premise that there is sufficient 
commonality in the criteria offered by different authors to 
form a general concept of a profession, and subsequently, 
professionalism. 
Socioeconomic status (SES) refers to social stratifi-
cation. The social status of an elementary school was 
determined by the median of occupational prestige scores 
of parental occupation in an elementary school attendance 
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area. The NORC Occupational Prestige Scale was the crite-
rion by which occupational prestige scores were determined. 
The three socioeconomic levels and their score limits were 
specified on page four. The Duncan Socioeconomic Index was 
utilized as an ad ·junct to the NORC scale in order to gain 
access to the four hundred twenty·five occupations listed 
by this scale. An additional advantage offered by the Dun-
can Index is that scores may be readily transformed from 
the Duncan Socioeconomic Index to the NORC scale. 
The Sample 
Chapter IV, Presentation and Analysis of Data, con-
tains the major portion of data investigation. However, 
there are conditions brought to light by the study which 
are worthy of additional discussion. The chi-square anal-
yses of the randomness of sample distribution shows two 
demographic variables in abnormal distribution. The first 
of these, level of assignment, was discussed at length in 
Chapter IV. Various sourcesl indicate that the findings 
of the study are in conformity with current trends in 
teacher placement and could therefore have been expected 
to influence a statistical analysis of this factor. 
The second demographic variable reflecting an abnormal 
sample distribution was that of level of professional 
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preparation. As reported in Chapter IV, this phenomenon 
is linked by this writer to the number of teachers in low 
SES schools engaged in special education. Although the 
findings of this study regarding assignments to special 
education are in accord with current trends, there is rea-
son to believe that the level of professional preparation 
found in this study is peculiar to this particular group 
of teachers. This is indicated by the fact that the na-
tional average of teachers possessing a Masters Degree is 
15.7%, 2 whereas 20.3% of the teachers in this sample have 
a Masters Degree. The percent of teachers in low SES 
schools of this study who have a Masters Degree (26%) is 
slightly above the 24.4% of low SES teachers reported in 
the Herriott and St. John3 study. An unexpected finding 
of this investigation was that only fifty-eight teachers 
in the middle and high SES schools had a Masters Degree or 
above, while fifty-two in low SES schools had a Maste~s 
Degree or above. The data would seem to indicate that mid-
dle and high SES teachers have a tendency to become sat-
isfied with their level of professional preparation, but 
those in low SES schools feel a need or desire for addi-
tional study. 
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Instrumentation 
The NORC Occupational Prestige Scale has proven to be 
a satisfactory instrument with which to determine socio-
economic status. As noted in Chapter II, the greatest lim-
itation of this scale is the small number of occupations 
listed. However, if the choice was to be made again, the 
Duncan Socioeconomic Index would be used in lieu of the 
NORC because of the more extensive listing of occupational 
scores. 
The Professional Role Orientation Scale has proven to 
be a discriminating instrument as was demonstrated when 
significant differences in professionalism mean scores were 
detected on the two demographic variables "number of years 
at this school" and "type of graduate preparation." Al-
though subjective, it is the opinion of this writer that 
the discrimination qualities of the instrument could be 
improved by adding more items, which should aid the devel-
opment of more reliable $Uh-scales. The split-half corre-
lation for the Professional Orientation Scale was r=.48 
which when corrected with the Spearman-Brown prophesy for-
mula is rn=.65, but the correlation coefficient for the 
monopoly of knowledge sub-scale ( items 10, .11, 12, 13) is 
only r=.18 as presented in the present scale. Since, other 
things being equal, the larger number of items the larger 
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will be the reliability coefficient,4 the inclusion of 
additional items could strengthen the sub-scale and improve 
the over-all instrument. 
Conclusions 
The null hypothesis investigated in this study was 
that there will be no significant differences between the 
mean professionalism scores of teachers from low, middle, 
or high socioeconomic level schools at the .OS level of 
significance. 
The Hypothesis 
The finding of no significant differences in status 
professionalism scores is, on the surface, surprising. 
Cohens has noted that literature dealing with the status of 
teachers in depressed area schools strongly implies that 
recruitment policies operate in a manner which tends to 
place certain types of teachers, often considered profes-
sionally inferior, in low SES schools. Also implied in the 
literature was the fact that discouraging conditions in 
such schools were responsible for the large teacher turn-
over in these districts. Herriott and St. John, 6 as well 
as Havighurst and Neugarten, report that teachers in low 
status schools are more likely to request transfers to 
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schools in better socioeconomic areas. Since teachers are 
predominantly middle class7 it would appear natural that 
they would make an effort to secure positions in schools 
which are similar to their background. 
The results of this study indicate that a teacher's 
orientation to his profession is an individual matter, and 
does not seem to be related to the socioeconomic status of 
the school in which he teaches. The conclusion of this 
investigator is that the failure of the present study to 
reject the null hypothesis represents an accurate assess-
ment of the distribution of teacher professional orientation 
in the study sample, and is one which has some support in 
related literature. 
Recommendations 
Research studies can often be characterized by what 
they fail to consider as well as by what they study. This 
investigation is no exception, and the writer has sugges-
tions for future work in the realm of social status and 
teacher professionalism. 
First, as previously mentioned, it is recommended that 
improvements be made on the Professional Role Orientation 
Scale specifically directed toward strenghtening the sub-
scales. The present instrument is adequate for a global 
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assessment of professionalism, but an instrument with more 
reliable sub-scales is needed. 
Secondly, because the manipulation of nine variables 
would be an impractical task, no attempt has been made to 
go beyond one-way analysis of variance and into a study of 
variable interactions. As Kerlinger8 notes, in most re-
search studies, main effect interactions are usually of 
most interest, while thi:rd or fourth order interactions are 
rarely significant. Factorial analysis of variance ideally 
requires an equal number of cases in the various cells, and 
it is difficult to get enough subjects to fill the cells of 
complex designs. Also, factorial designs involving more 
than four variables are uncommon in educational research 
and pose problems in data manipulation. The recommendation 
of this writer is that studies specifically designed to 
test for interaction of variables be undertaken in an effort 
to determine the extent, if any, of such relationships. 
In view of the interaction between faculty and princi-
pal, a fruitful area of future research might be an inves-
tigation of the influence the school principal has upon 
teacher professionalism. Such a study could concentrate 
upon the similarities and differences in professional role 
orientations exhibited by teachers and administrators of 
different SES levels. 
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Three studies bearing upon teacher-training and rela-
tionship to professionalism are suggested. One investiga-
tion could concentrate upon the type of graduate prepara-
tion, whether within or outside tbe field of elementary 
education, and professionalism. Table XV indicated that 
teachers with graduate preparation outside the field of 
education score higher on the professionalism scale than 
do those with a major within the field of education. A 
study related to teacher-training might profitably inquire 
into the relationships existing between the professional 
education curriculum and teacher professionalism. A study 
of this nature could seek to determine whether access to a 
ca~pus laboratory school influences professional orienta-
tion; does the length of time spent in student teaching 
influence professional orientation, et cetera. A third 
investigation related to teacher education would involve a 
before-and-after design. The study would examine the influ-
ence of the cooperating teacher upon the professional role 
attitude of the student teacher. 
Finally, the writer recommends further studies into 
the nature of the relationship between the socioeconomic 
status of the school and teacher professionalism. Through 
continued efforts directed toward the assessment of profes-
sional role orientation may come a more adequate concept 
of the professional role of the teacher. 
FOOTNOTES 
1NEA Research Division, Administrative Practices in 
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Public Schools, 1965, (Washington, 1965), p. 55. 
NEA Research Division, "The Selective Shortage of 
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2NEA Research Division, The American Public School 
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3Herriott and St. John, p. 233. 
4Allen L. Edwards, Statistical Methods for the Behav-
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6Herriott and St. John, pp. 92-93. 
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APPENDIX A 
PERSONAL DATA QUESTIONNAIRE AND PROFESSIONAL 
ROLE ORIENTATION SCALE 
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INFORMATION SHEET 
Instructions: Please complete this from by checking the 
appropriate boxes and filling in blanks 
where indicated. 
1. Sex: ( ) Males ( ) Female 
2. Marital Status: ( ) Single ( ) Married 
( ) Separated or Divorced 
( ) Widow(er) 
3. Age: ( ) 20-29 years ( ) 30-30 years 
( ) 40-49 years ( ) 50-59 years 
( ) 60-69 years 
4. Present position (specify as indicated): 
( ) Elementary Teacher (please specify grade 
( ) Other (please specify position 
) 
) 
5. Number of years of experience in this school including 
present 
6. Experience as an educator (as of the end of this 
academic year) • 
----
years as a teacher 
-------- years as a principal, supervising principal, 
or superintendent 
------
years as a guidance counselor 
-------- years, other (please specify position ) 
7. Amount of education 
------
Less than Bachelor's degree 
----
Bachelor' degree 
--------
Bachelor's degree plus additional credits 
--------
Master's degree 
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----
Master's degree plus additional credits 
----
Doctor's degree 
8. Undergraduate preparation. 
( ) Major within the field of education 
( ) Major in area outside the field of education 
9. Graduate preparation 
( ) Majorwithin the field of education 
( ) Major in area outside the field of education 
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Information for respondents: 
On the following pages a number of statements about teach-
ing are presented. Our purpose is to gather information 
regarding the actual attitudes of educators concerning 
these statements. 
You will recognize that the statements are of such·a na-
ture that there are no correct or incorrect answers. We 
are interested only in your frank opinion of them. 
Your responses will remain confidential, and no individual 
or school will be named in the report of this study. Your 
cooperation is greatly appreciated. 
Instructions 
Following· are sixteen stateme.nts. Please indicate your 
personal opinion·regarding each statement by circling the 
appropriate response at the right of each statement. 
Key: SA - Strongly Agree 
A - Agree 
U - Undecided 
D - Disagree 
SD - Strongly Disagree 
1. It should be permissible for the SA 
teacher to violate a rule if he/she 
is sure that the best interest of 
the students will be served in doing 
so. 
2. Unless she is satisfied that it is - SA 
best for the student; a teacher should 
not do what she is told to do. 
3. A good teacher should not do any- SA 
thing that he believes~may jeopardize 
the interests of his students regard-
less of who·tells him to or what the 
rules state. 
A U D SD 
A U D SD 
A U D SD 
Key: SA - Strongly Agree 
A - Agree 
U - Undecided 
D - Disagree 
SD - Strongly Disagree 
4. Teachers should try to live up SA 
to what they think are the stand-
ards of their profession even if 
the administration or the community 
does not seem to respect them. 
5. One primary criterion of a good SA 
school should be the degree of 
respect it commands from other 
teachers around the state. 
6. A teacher should try to put his SA 
standards and ideals of good teach-
ing·into practice even if·the·rules 
or·procedures of the school forbid 
it. 
7. Teachers should subscribe to and SA 
diligently read the standard pro-
fessional journals. 
8. Teachers should be an active member SA 
of at least one professional teach-
ing association, and attend most 
conferences and meetings of the asso-
ciation. 
9. A teacher should consistently prac- SA 
tice his/her ideas of the best 
educational practices even though 
the administration prefers other 
views. 
10. A teacher's skill should be based SA 
primarily on his acquaintance with 
his subject matter. 
11. Teachers should be evaluated prima.,·SA 
rily on the basis of their knowledge 
of the subject that is to be taught, 
and their ability to communicate it. 
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A U D SD 
A U D SD 
A U D SD 
A U D SD 
A U D SD 
A U D SD 
A U D SD 
A U D SD 
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Key: SA - Strongly Agree 
A - Agree 
u .. Undecided 
D - Disagree 
SD - Strongly Disagree 
12. Schools should hire no one to SA A u D SD 
teach unless he holds at least a 
4-year bachelors degree. 
13. In view of the teacher shortage; SA A u D SD 
it should be permissible to hire 
teachers trained at non-accredited 
colleages. 
14. A teacher should be able·to make SA A u D SD 
his own decisions about problems 
that come up in the classroom. 
15. Small matters should not have to SA A u D SD 
' -be referred to someone higher up for 
final answer. 
16. The ultimate authority over the SA A u D SD 
major educational decisions should 
be exercised by professional 
teachers. 
APPENDIX B 
SAMPLES OF OCCUPATIONAL INFORMATION USED 
TO DETERMINE SCHOOL SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS 
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SES of School .lD 
No 
2 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
6 
1 
1 
2 
1 
1 
1 
1 
3 
5 
1 
5 
3 
1 
1 
1 
1 
Occupation - Explanation for Placement 
Secretary - Duncan - Clerical and kindred 
Professional Football - Duncan - Professional, 
technical,and kindred (Athletes) 
Paint Salesmen - Duncan - Salesman and clerk -; 
n.e.c. 
TV Repairman - Duncan - Craftsmen, foremen, and 
kindred - Mechanics and repairmen · 
Electro Plater - Duncan - Operative and kindred 
Metal working 
Machinist - Duncan - Craftsmen, foremen, and 
kindred 
Service Station Operator - Duncan - Managers, 
official, and proprietor - Gasoline service 
station 
Metal Fabricator - Duncan - Operatives and 
kindred - Metal working trades 
Plumber - NORC 
Plastics Fabricator - Duncan - Operatives and 
kindred - Other trades 
Mechanic - NORC 
Brick Layer - Duncan - Craftsmen, foremen, and 
kindred 
Welder - Duncan - Operatives and kindred 
Domestic Help - Duncan - Private household 
worke r 
Furniture Delivery - NORC - As truck driver 
Stockroom Operator - Duncan - Clerical and 
kindred 
School Bus Driver - NORC - As truck driver - Also 
Duncan - As operative 
Radio Station (MKY) - Duncan - Operatives and 
kindred non-manufacturing telecommunications 
Truck Driver - NORC 
I 
Painters - Duncan - Operatives and kindred 
Paper Company - Duncan - Nondurable goods 
Armed Forces (No rank given) - Duncan - Crafts-
men - Armed forces 
Store Clerk (Grocery, dime, etc.) - NORC 
Fact ory Worker - Duncan - Operative manufacturing 
Cook (Restaurant) - NORC 
Packing Company - Duncan - Operatives and kindred 
Nondurable meat products 
Roofer - Duncan - Craftsmen 
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NORC 
Rank 
44 
48 
49.5 
57 
59 
59 
59 
59 
59 
59 
60 
65.5 
66 
67 
67 
67 
67 
67 
67 
69 
70 
70 
70 
70 
72.5 
72.5 
74 
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2 Tire Shop Employee - Duncan - Laborer - Nondurable 
goods - Rubber products 75 
7 Hospital Aids - Duncan - Service worker - Hos-
pital and other institutions 75 
3 Warehouse Man - NORC - Dock worker~ Duncan -
Longshoremen and stevedores 77.5 
12 City Employee (Parks, Garbage, Maintenance,· 
Streets) Duncan - Service workers - n.e.c. 77.5 
1 Waitress - NORC 80.5 
2 Janitor - NORC 83 
1 Auto Salvage - Duncan - Laborer - Non-manufac-
turing 84 
1 Laundry - NORC 85 
1 Construction - Duncan - Non-manufacturing 
industry 86.5 
7 Laborer - Duncan - Laborer - Non-manufacturing 87 
1 Parking Lot Attendant - Duncan - Service worker 
(Porter) 89 
1 Hotel - Duncan - Service worker (Porter) 89 
57 ADC 
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SES of School 2C 
No Occupation - Explanation for Placement 
NORC 
Rank 
1 
2 
1 
1 
3 
2 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
2 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
Professor at Kansas State - NORC 8 
Minister - NORC 17.5 
Agricultural Engineer - Duncan - Professional -
Technical and kindred - Engineer - n.e.c. 24.5 
News Editor - Duncan - Professional - Technical 
and kindred 27.5 
Teacher - NORC 27.5 
Accountant - NORC 29.5 
Chiropractor - Duncan - Professional - Technical 
and kindred 
Credit Manager - Duncan - Manager, Official and 
proprietor - Credit manager 
Professional Painter - NORC 
Musician - NORC 
Radar-Radio Operator - Duncan - Professional -
Technical and kindred 
Manager (Zales) - Duncan - Manager, official and 
proprietor 
33 
33 
34.5 
34.5 
37 
37 
Manager (Guy's Foods) - Duncan - Manager, 
and proprietor - Wholesale trade 
Electrician - NORC 
official 
37 
39 
Humble Oil Company - Duncan - Manager, official 
and proprietor - Salaried 
Owner-Operator Printing Shop - NORC 
State Welfare Department - Duncan - Professional 
technical and kindred - Welfare and social 
worker 
ADC (Place of Employment) - Duncan - Professional 
technical and kindred - Welfare and social 
worker 
Oilfield Salesman - Duncan - Wholesale sales 
Robinson Janitor Supply - Duncan - Wholesale 
sales 
Reactor Technician - Duncan - Professional 
technical and kindred - Technician - n.e.c. 
Architectural Representative - Duncan - Manager 
official and proprietor - Salaried 
Reservationist (Continental Air Lines) - Duncan 
Clerical and kindred 
Oklahoma City Chamber of Commerce - Duncan -
Manager, official and proprietor - Offical of 
lodge, Society, etc. 
41.5 
41.5 
41.5 
41.5 
44 
44 
44 
44 
44 
46 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
3 
3 
1 
1 
2 
1 
1 
1 
2 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
3 
1 
2 
1 
Gateway Pipe Line - Duncan - Craftsmen, foremen 
kindred 
TV Studio - Duncan - Craftsmen, foremen, and 
kindred - Telecormnunication 
Detective - NORC - As p:oliceman 
Manager AAMCO - Duncan - Manager, official,and 
proprietor - Salaried 
Lone Star Brewery - Duncan - Sales - n.e.c. 
Division Foreman (OG&E) - DOT 1:330 - Duncan -
Craftsmen, foremen, and kindred - n.e.c. 
Insurance Salesman (John Hancock) - NORC - As 
insurance agent 
Insurance Agent - NORC 
Carpenter - NORC 
Piano Salesman - Duncan - Sales - Retail 
Salesman (Mathis Brothers) - Duncan - Sales -
Retail trade 
Salesman - Duncan - Sales - Retail trade median 
Glass Cutter - Duncan - Craftsmen, foremen,and 
kindred - As glazier 
Aerial Observer - Duncan - Craftsmen·, foremen, 
and kindred - As inspector - n.e.c. 
Fireman - Duncan - Service worker 
Service Station Operator - Duncan - Manager, 
officia~ and proprietor 
Refrigeration and Air Conditioning - Duncan -
Craftsmen, foremen, and kindred - n.e.c. 
Plumber - NORC 
Tile Setter - Duncan - Craftsmen, foremen, and 
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and 
46 
46 
47 
47 
49.5 
49.5 
51.5 
51. 5 
53 
54.5 
54.5 
54.5 
54.5 
54.5 
54.5 
59 
59 
59 
kindred - Tile setter 65.5 
Sylvania Electric - Duncan - Operatives and 
kindred manufacturing durable goods 65.5 
Tailor - Duncan - Craftsmen, foremen, and 
kindred - Tailor 66 
Baker (Dennis Donuts) - Duncan - Craftsmen, fore-
men, and kindred - Baker 66 
Welder - Duncan - Operative and kindred 66 
State Highway Department - Duncan - Operative 
and kindred - Non-manufacturing - Transporta-
tion 66 
Oklahoma Gas and Electric - Duncan - Operative 
and kindred - Non-manufacturing - Utilities 67 
Pace-Setter - DOT 1:506 - Duncan - Farm labor-
ers and foremen 67 
3 Truck Drivers - NORC 67 
1 Tinker AFB - Duncan - Operative and kindred -
n.e.c. 69 
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3 Painter - Duncan - Operatives and kindred 69 
2 Milk Route Man ... NORC 70 
3 Store Clerk (Drive, Grocery, etc.) - NORC 70 
1 USAF - Duncan - Craftmen, foremen, and kindred 
Armed forces 70 
2 Roofer - Duncan - Craftsmen, foremen, and kindred 74 
1 Iron Worker - Duncan - Operative, manufacturing 
durable goods 75 
2 Construction - Duncan - Laborer - Non•manufac-
turing construction 86.5 
2 Disabled 
1 Unemployed 
6 Welfare 
SES of School 3B 
No Occupation - Explanation for Placement 
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NORC 
Rank 
33 Physician - NORC 2.0 
1 Physician (Navy) - NORC 2.0 
1 Neurosurgeon - NORC 2. 0 
1 Oral Surgeon - NORC 2. O 
2 College Professor - NORC 8.0 
1 Chemist - NORC 11.0 
11 Lawyer - NORC 11. 0 
1 U.S. Attorney - NORC 11.0 
4 Architect - NORC 14 
1 Colonel (Army) - Placed in relation to Captain 
on NORC 17 .3 
2 Minster - NORC 17.5 
1 Airline Pilot - NORC 21.5 
1 Special Commission Official (Governor Bartlett) 
NORC 21.5 
1 
5 
1 
1 
2 
1 
5 
1 
2 
9 
5 
1 
1 
1 
5 
2 
1 
State Soil Conservation Board Member - Just below 
head of state government on NORC 
Banker - NORC 
Title & Trust Company (Vice President) - Duncan 
Manager salaried - Banking and other Finance 
Bank Loan Officer - Duncan - Manager - Salaried 
Banking and other finance 
Trasury Agents - DOT II:245 - Duncan · - Manager, 
official, federal, public administration 
FBI Agent - DOT II:416 - Duncan - Manager, offi-
cial, federal, public administration 
Engineer - Duncan - Professional - Technical 
Petroleum Engineer - Duncan - Professional -
Mining 
School Teacher - NORC 
Geologist - Duncan - Professional - Natural 
Scientist 
Accountants - NORC 
Veterinarian - Duncan - Professional 
IBM_ Branch Manager - Duncan - Manager - Salaried 
business services 
Kerr-McGee (Vice President) - Duncan - Manager -
Salaried manufacturing 
Oil Company Executives - Duncan - Manager -
Salaried manufacturing 
Realtor - Duncan - Manager - Self Employed -
Insurance and real estate 
Free Lance Writer - Duncan - Professional -
Author 
24.5 
24.5 
25 
25 
26 
26 
26 
26 
27.5 
29.5 
29.5 
29.5 
29.5 
29.5 
29.5 
31.5 
31. 5 
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1 Pipe Line Firm Owner (Oil) - Duncan - Manager = 
Salaried telecommunication and utilities 31.5 
1 Cors:::ruction & Investments - NORC - As contractor 31.5 
4 Contractor - NORC 31.5 
2 Stockbroker - Duncan - Sales workers - Stocks & 
bond salesman 32.0 
2 Interior Decorators - Duncan - Professional -
Designer 33 
1 Marketing Consultant - NORC - As economist 34.5 
1 Chief of Office Services (FAA) - Duncan - Manager 
Inspector - Federal, public administration 34.5 
1 Aeromedical Instructor - Duncan - Professional -
Teacher - n.e.c. 34.5 
2 Landmen - DOT II:239 - Some training in law 34.5 
1 IBM Programmer - DOT II:381 - Tool programmer -
Numerical control 37 
1 Auto Parts (Vice President) - Duncan - Manager -
Self employed - Retail - Motor vehicles 37 
1 Ford Dealer - Duncan - Manager - Self employed -
Retail - Motor vehicles 37 
2 Public Relations Specialist - Duncan - Sales 
workers - Advertising agents 39 
1 Oil Field Equipment Salesman - Duncan - Sales 
workers - Manufacturing 41.5 
1 Juvenile Officer - DOT 1:105 (Professional and 
kindred) - Duncan - Professional - Social and 
welfare workers 41.5 
1 Wholesale Grocer - Duncan - Manager - Self 
employed - Wholesale trade 44 
3 Undertaker - NORC 44 
1 Lumber Company Owner - Duncan - Manager - Self 
employed - Retail - Hardware, etc. 44 
1 Oil and Gas Broker - Duncan - Manager - Self 
employed - Wholesale trade 44 
1 City Enterprises Manager - Duncan - Manager -
Salaried - All other industry 44 
1 Glass Company Manager - Duncan - Manager -
Salaried - All other industry 44 
1 Manufacturer - Duncan - Manager - Self employed 
Manufactu ring 44 
1 Curator of Science and Arts Foundation - Duncan -
Manager - Officials - Local public adminis-
trat i on 47 
1 Retail Sales Manager - Duncan - Manager - Salaried 
Retail trade 47 
1 Goodwill Industries Manager - Duncan - Manager -
Salaried personal services 48 
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1 Film Maker Owner - Duncan= Professional= As pho= 
tographer 48 
1 Printer - Duncan - Craftsmen - Pressmen, etc. 49.5 
1 Drug Store Owner - Duncan - Manager - Self 
employed - Retail - Other retail trade 49.5 
1 Rental Company Owner - Duncan - Manager - Self 
employed - All other industries 49.5 
1 Door Closer Mechanic - Duncan - Craftsmen -
Electrician 51.5 
4 Insurance Agent - NORC 51.5 
l Material Processing Inspector - Duncan - Crafts"" 
men - Inspector - n.e.c. 53 
l Roofing Superintendent - Duncan - Craftsmen -
Construction - Foreman 53 
1 Construction Foreman - Duncan - Craftsmen - Con-
struction foreman 53 
1 Driver for Fire Department - Duncan - Service 
workers - As firemen 54.5 
1 Labor Union Official - NORC 54.5 
1 TV Technician - Duncan - Craftsmen - Mechanics -
Radio and television 57 
3 Salesmen - NORC 57 
1 Jeweler - Duncan - Craftsmen - Jeweler 57 
2 Postal Clerks - NORC - As mail carrier 57 
1 Hair Stylist - Duncan= Craftsmen - n.e.c. 59 
1 Service Station Owner - Duncan - Manager - Self 
employed= Retail - Gas service station 59 
1 Grocery Store Owner= Duhcan - Manager= Self 
employed - Retail food 59 
1 Locksmith - Duncan~ Craftsmen - Mechanic -
n.e.c. 65.5 
1 Air Brake Specialist - Duncan - Craftsmen= 
Mechanic - n.e.c. 65.5 
2 Truck Drivers - NORC 67 
APPENDIX C 
SUMMARY OF SUBJECT RESPONSES TO PROFESSIONAL 
ROLE ORIENTATION SCALE ITEMS 
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RESPONSES TO PROFESSIONAL ORIENTATION SCALE ITEMS 
NUMBER OF TOTAL SAMPLE RESPONDING TO EACH ATERNATIVE 
ACCORDING TO SCHOOL SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS* 
SCALE ITEMS 
L It should be permissible 
for the teacher to violate 
a rule if h~she is sure 
that the best interests 
of the students will be 
served in doing so. 
2. Unless she is satisfied 
that it is b~st for the 
student, a teacher should 
not do what she is told 
to do. 
3. A good teacher should 
not do anything·that he 
believes may jeopardize 
the interests of his stu-
dents regardless of who 
tells him to or what the 
Strongly 
Agree 
1 2 3 
20 8 11 
9 4 3 
Agree Undecided Disagree 
1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 
46 61 62 15 9 12 14 22 12 
26 29 38 211816 32 48 35 
rules state. 15 5 13 35 53 42 24 19 22 22 23 20 
*l = low SES; 2 = middle SES; 3 = high SES 
Strongly 
Disagree 
1 2 3 
5 0 3 
12 1 8 
4 ') 3 
t-' 
w 
0 
Strongly 
SCALE ITEMS Agree Agree 
1 2 3 1 2 3 
4. Teachers should try to 
live up to waat they 
think are· the standards 
of their profession·even 
if the administration or 
the community does not 
seem to resp3ct them 36 31 37 52 63 59 
5. One primary criterion of 
a good school should be 
the degree of respect 
that it commands from 
other teachers around 
the state. 19 10 12 40 43 53 
6. A teacher should try to 
put his standards and · 
ideals of good teaching 
into practice·even if 
the rules or procedures 
of the school prohibit 
it. 18 6 9 28 45 35 
Undecided Disagree 
1 2 3 1 2 3 
3 3 4 9 3 0 
14 12 8 24 28 24 
15 24 26 - 35 24 29 
Strongly 
Disagree 
1 2 3 
0 0 0 
3 7 3 
4 1 1 
~ 
w 
~ 
Strongly_ _Strongly 
SCALE ITEMS Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Disagree 
1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 
7. Teachers should subscribe 
to and diligently read 
the standard professional 
journals. 34 14 23 52 73 65 7 6 6 6 7 6 1 0 0 
8. Teachers should be an 
active member of at 
least one professional 
teaching association, 
and attend most confer-
ences and meetings of the 
association. 35 24 34 60 67 61 2 2 3 3 6 2 0 1 0 
9. A teacher should consist-
ently- practice his/her 
ideas of the best educc;1.-
tional practices even· 
though the administration 
prefers other views • 12 5 7 34 47 34 26 27 22 25 21 33. 3 0 4 
. . . 
10. A teacher's skill should 
be based primarily on his 
acquaintance with his suq-
ject matter. 8 3 9 34 33 40 12 14 7 41 42 38 5 8 6 
I-" 
w 
N 
SCALE ITEMS 
11. Teachers should be eval-
uated primarily on the-
basis of their knowledge-
of the subject that is to 
be taught, and their abil-
ity to communicate it. 
12. Schools should hire no 
one to teach unless he 
holds at least a 4-year 
bachelors degree. 
13. In view of the teacher 
shortage, it should be 
permissible to hire 
teachers trained at non-
accredited colleges. 
14. A teacher should be able 
to make his own decisions 
about probl3ms that come 
up in the classroom. 
Strongiy Strongly 
Agre~ - Agree Undecided Disagree Disagre 
1 2 3 1 2 3 1_ 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 
9 7 16 48 55 53 10 3 1 23 29 21 10 6 9 
38 35 48 44 56 43 6 2 2 9 6 6 3 1 1 
0 2 0 12 6 5 20 10 9- 46 55 51 22 27 35 
32 24 36 54 69 57 7 3 3 6 4 4 1 0 0 
...... 
w 
w 
SCALE ITEMS 
.. 
15. Small matters should not 
have to referred to some-
one higher up for final 
answer. 
16. The ultimate authority 
over the major educa- .· 
tional decisions should 
be exercised by profes-
sional teachers. 
St~ong+y Strongly 
A.gree .. Agree Undecided Disagree Disagree 
1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 
35 32 37 54 66 60 4 1 1 5 1 1 2 0 1 
22 24 31 54 65 57 11 10 8 12 1 4 1 0 0 
I-' 
w 
.p.. 
APPENDIX D 
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Data Code 
. ·: i 
Individual Numbel": Number assigJ}ed to individual teachei-
questionnaire. 
Group Number: Low SES-1, Middl¢ SES-2, and High··SES-3. 
Total Profes~ionalism: Individ~i-teacher total score on 
the Professionaf. prientation S~ 
Age: 20-29 year~ 
-
1 
30•39 year~ 
-
2 
40-49 years 
-
3 
50-59 years 
- 4 
60-69 years 
- -5 
Educational Level: Bachelor's Degree - L 
Bachelor's plus credits - 2 
Master's Degree - 3 
Master's plus credits - 4 
Years Experience in·this: School: Number of years teaching 
at the current school. 
Total Years Experience: Total years experience as an 
educator. 
Marital Status: Single - 1 
Married - 2 
Separated or divorced· 3 
Widow(er) - 4 
Level of Assignment: Kindergarten - 0 
Grade·l - 1 
Grade 2 - 2 
Grade 3 - 3 
Grade 4 - 4 
Grade 5 5 
·Grade 6 .;. 6 
Multi-level - 7 
Other - 8 
Undergraduate Preparation: 
Major·within the field of education ... 1 
Major outside the field of education - 2 
Graduate Preparation: 
Major within the field of education - 1 
Major outside the field of education - 2 
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Ind Group Total Educ Yrs Exp Total Marital Level of Und Grd 
No No Prf Age. Level This School Yrs Exp_ Status Assignment Prep Prep 
0 1 51 4 3 11 26 . 2 6 1 1 
1 1 51 3 1 1 22 1 6 1 0 
2 1 46 3 1 1 20 2 6 1 0 
3 1 48 2 4 1 16 1 0 ·1 1 
-4 1 57 5 4 16 39 2 0 1 1 
5 l 52 2 1 2 2 2 1 2 0 
6 1 62 4 4 6 29 1 1 1 1 
7 1 52 3 4 5 18 2 1 1 1 
8 1 47 4 3 9 21 2 3 1 1 
9 1 55 4 3 ·4 15 2 2 1 1 
10 1 47 5 4 9 24 2 2 1 1 
12 1 57 5 4 37 39 2 3 1 1-
13 1 59 3 1 2 2 1 2 1 0 
14 l 57 3 3 .8 14 2 8 2 1 
15 1 53 1 1 1 l 1 4 1 0 
16 1 62 3 4 12 12 2 8 1 1 
17 1 56 3 3 4 14 4 5 2 1 
18 1 62 2 1 2 5 2 5 1 0 
19 1 63 2 4 8 8 1 3 2 1 
20 1 53 2 2 2 2 2 4 1 0 
21 1 51 3 2 2 5 2 6 1 1 
22 l 54 1 2 5 5 2 4 1 1 
23 1 57 1 1 2 3 2 5 1 0 
24 1 53 2 2 2 '3 1 2 1 1 
2 2 6 6 2 0 1 1 
..... 
25 1 55 w 00 
Ind Group Total Educ a .Yrs Exp Total Marital Level of Und Grd 
No No Prf AgE;! .. 1:-E;!VE.?i .. +l:itf? .$~}:iQQ1:-. :~,;!? .~xp Status Assignment Prep Prep 
--
26 1 44 -2 2 4 4 2 6 1 1 
27 1 55 3 3 2 16 2 1 2 1 
28 1 52 l 2 2 7 2 3 1 1 
29 1 46 4 1 33 33 2 0 1 0 
30 1 61 5 ·2 2 30 2 1 2 1 
31 1 57 3 4 12 15 2 5 1 1 
32 1 49 4 4 8 34 1 4 1 1 
33 ·1 52 2 1 2 2 2 5 1 0 
34 1 52 3 3 5 15 2 3 1 1 
35 1 51 _3 2 2 3 2 5 1 1 
36 1 60 5 3 23 so 2 6 1 1 
37 1 53 3 3 6 26 2 2 1 1 
38 1 55 1 2 2 2 1 5 1 l 
39 1 59 2 2 5 5 2 4 1 1 
40 1 66 1 2 1 2 2 1 2 1 
41 1 54 2 2 ·2 2 2 1 l 1 
42 1 46 1 1 l 1 2 2 1 0 
43 1 46 1 1 1 4 2 4 2 0 
44 1 57 1 1 2 2 2 1 1 0 
45 1 69 2 2 l 21 2 4 1 1 
46 1 61 1 2 1 1 1 6 1 1 
47 ·l 59 3 1 1 8 2 8 1 0 
48 1 57 1 1 1 ' 1 2 o· 1 0 
49 1 63 2 3 8 11 2 8 1 1 ...... 
so 1 67 2 4 7 10 2 2 2 1 vJ 
'° 
Ind Group Total Educ Yrs Exp Total Marital Level of Und Grd 
No No Prf Age .. L~y~t .. 1'l:it$ . ~ ~l:i<?<?t .. Yrs Exp Status Assignment Prep Prep 
51 1 60 3 3 6 6 2 7 1 1 
52 1 68 1 3 2 5 2 1 1 1 
53 1 47 3 4 5 6 2 5 2 1 
54 1 68 4 4 18 20 2 1 1 1 
55 1 59 5 4 1 44 2 5 2 1 
56 1 59 5 4 17 38 3 0 1 1 
57 1 67 4 2 28 28 2 4 1 1 
58 1 47 3 4 8 20 2 5 1 1 
59 1 57 4 3 8 21 2 3 1 1 
· 60 1 65 1 2 3 3· 2 2 2 1 
61 1 44 3 3 20 20 4 6 1 1 
62 1 58 3 2 1 1 4 8 2 1 
63 l 53 4 3 9 24 3 1 1 1 
64 1 71 4 4 14 24 4 2 1 1 
65 1 50 5 2 20 24 2 2 1 l 
66 1 43· 4 3 12 20 2 8 2 1 
67 l -56 1 2 3 3 1 4 1 1 
68 1 56 1 2 2· 3 2 0 l 1 
69 1 50 1 2 1 1 2 1 1 1 
70 1 69 4 3 14 26 4 3 2 1 
71 1 76 3 4 14 16 2 2 l 1 
72 1 46 2 3 5 5 2 8 1 1 
73 1 69 2 3 4 14 2 0 1 1 
74 1 66 1 2 4 4 4 8 2 1 t-' 
75 1 50 2 4 4 4 2 2 1 1 ~-· 0 
Ind Group Total Educ Yrs Exp Total Marital Level of Und Grd 
No No Prf Age .. 1:-~v~i .. ~l:ttl? . ~91:tC?C?i .. Y~l? . Exp Status Assignment Prep Prep 
77 1 58 1 2 1 3 2 8 1 1 
78 1 68 4 4 31 31 3 5 1 1 
79 1 65 1 l 1 l 1 1 1 0 
80 1 65 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 
81 1 56 2 3 6 11 2 1 l 1 
82 l 58 1 2 2 4 2 8 2 1 
83 1 70 2 2 11 11 2 6 l 1 
84 1 59 4 4 2 31 2 6 l 1 
85 l 50 4 3 8 24 -4 2 1 1 
86 1 60 2 2 2 11 1 2 1 1 
87 1 51 3 3 8 18 2 3 2 1 
88 1 58 3 4 8 12 2 3 1 1 
89 1 46. 1 1 ·1 1 2 3 1 0 
90 1 61 3 2 6 16 2 4 1 1 
91 1 62 3 4 8 8 3 4 2 1 
92 1 68 4 3 9 36 3 5 1 1 
93 1 52 4 2 3 27 3 5 1 1 
94 1 57 3 2 2 23 4 8 1 1 
95 1 61 1 4 3 3 2 8 1 1 
96 1 71 4 4 6 25 3 7 1 1 
97 1 51 3 1 18 18 2 6 1 0 
99 1 69 2 3 8 13 2 0 1 1 
100 1 56 . 3 3 4 14 2 1 1 1 
101 1 59 ' 4 3 7 26 2 1 1 1 ...... 
102 1 57 3 4 3 2·5 2 8 1 1 .p. 
..... 
Ind Group Total Educ Yrs Exp Total Marital Level of Und Grd 
No No Prf 
,_ 
Age. _L~y~l:.. "+I:µ~. ~9J::i99l:- .. ~~s . Exp .. Status Assignment Prep Pre 
0 2 56 5 .. 3· 35 35 2 6 2 1 
l 2 49 3 1 2 7 2 3 1 0 
3 2 56 4 3 7 17 2 5 1 1 
4 2 55 4 4 5 35 1· 6 2 2 
5 2 59 2 2 1 7 2 0 1 1 
6 2 58 4 4 15 34 1 0 1 1 
7 2 53 3 ·4 16 31 2 2 1 1 
8 2 55 4 3 20 20 2 3 2 1 
9 2 58 2 3 2 10 2 4 1 1 
10 2 55 4 3 12 12 3 5 1 l 
11 2 52 4 1 7 20 2 4 1 0 
12 2 57 5. 2 17 25 2 2 1 1 
13 2 59 4 1 8 20 .2 6 1 0 
14 2 58 4 3 15 15 4 1 1 1 
15 2 60 5 3 45 45 3 3 1 1 
16 2 58 4 2 15 20 2 2 2 2 
17 2 56 1 2 3 3 2 4 1 1 
18 2 65 5 2 13 35 2 5 1 1 
19 2 55 2 2 1 4 2 4 1 1 
20 2 58 2 1 3 7 2 0 1 0 
21 2 58 2 1 3 6 2 4 1 0 
22 2 57 3 3 13 21 2 0 1 1 
23 2 56 1 2 2 2 2 2 1 1 
24 2 56 3 4 14 20 1 5 l 1 I-' 
25 2 62 4 2 9 14 2 4 1 1 +:' N 
Ind Group Total Educ Yrs Exp Total Marital Level of Und Grd 
No No Prf Age Levei. ).'l:tt~. ~c;:l:toc:,l _ . Yrs Exp Status Assignment Prep Prep 
26 2 52 1 2 1 2 2 2 1 1 
27 2 51 2 2 1 1 2 2 1 1 
28 2 56 4 4 6 17 3 3 2 1 
29 2 53 2 1 1 1 2 2 1 0 
30 2 54 2 3 7 7 2 3 1 1 
31 2 56 4 4 14 24 2 3 1 2 
32 2 55 3 2 10 19 2 3 1 1 
33 2 50 1 1 1 1 1 6 1 0 
34 2 61 1 1 6 6 4 6 1 0 
35 2 63 2 2 2 2 2 6 2 1 
36 2 58 1 1 2 2 2 1 1 0 
37 2 56 2 2 6 7 2 5 1 1 
39 2 52 2 2 2 2 2 1 2 1 
40 2 54 1 1 1 1 2 1 l 0 
41 2 57 3 2 9 13 2 5 l 1 
42 2 57 2 2 5 13 2 2 1 1 
43 2 57 2 2 l 8 2 5 1- 1 
44 2 60 3 3 16 23 2 3 1 1 
45 2 51 4 2 6 19 2 0 1 1 
46 2 62 3 3 16 21 2 6 1 1 
47 2 50 2 3 1 15 2 5 2 1 
48 2 54 4 2 6 6 3 4 1 1 
49 2 61 3 1 3 6 2 3 1 0 
50 2 68 1 2 4 '4 2 4 1 1 
1 1 2 5 1 0 
..... 
51 2 57 3 1 .p. w 
Ind Group Total Educ · Yrs Exp Total Marital Level of Und Grd 
No. No Prf Ag~ .. ~~vel:- .. 1'1:it~ . ~~l:i99l _· . Yrs Exp Status Assignment Prep Prep 
53 2 62 5 3 37 37 1 5 1 1 
54 2 59 1 1 2 2 2 1 1 0 
55 2 54 4 2 13 18 3 0 1 1 
56 2 59 1 1 1 3 2 2 1 0 
57 2 62 3 3 3 9 4 6 2 1 
58 2 59 5 2 1 18 2 2 1 1 
59 2 54 4 2 1 4 3 3 2 1 
60 2 62 4 2 8 22 2 1 1 1 
61 2 55 3 4 12 12 2 8 1 1 
62 2 46 .5 3 4 9 2 7 1 1 
63 2 50 2 2 9 9 4 0 2 1 
64 2 57 1 2 3 3 2 5 1 1 
65 2 55 4 2 12 12 2 5 2 1 
66 2 53 2 2 7 7 2 0 2 1 
67 2 59 2 2 6 9 2 0 1 1 
68 2 58 1 1 1 1 2 2 1 0 
69 2 54 2 1 2 2 2 2 1 0 
70 2 60 3 2 10 22 2 5 1 1 
71 2 51 . 3 1 6 16 2 2 1 0 
72 2 66 2 1 2 11 2 1 1 0 
73 2 61 2 2 2 2 2 2 l 1 
74 ·2 56 2 2 3 3 2 2 1 1 
75 2 59 1 1 1 1 2 7 1 1 
77 2 51 2 2 5 6 2 6 1 1 
3 3 1 5 1 1 
1--' 
78 2 56 1 2 ~ ~ 
Ind Group Total Educ Yrs Exp Total Marital Level of Und Grd 
No No Prf Age Level .. 1'h~s . School .. Yrs . Exp Status Assignment Prep Prep 
-
79 2 59 3 3 7 13 1 4 1 1 
80 2 59 1 1 7 7 2 2 1 0 
81 2 63 1 1 2 2 2 1 1 0 
82 2 55 2 2 5 8 2 1 1 1 
83 2 62 4 2 7 21 2 2 1 1 
84 2 63 2 1 5 5. 2 1 1 0 
85 2 52 1 2 2 2 1 4 1 1 
86 2 59 3 1 6 6· 2 3 1 0 
87 . 2 54 1 l. 2 4 2 4 1 0 
88 2 62 1 1 3 3 2 2 1 0 
89 2 55 2 1 .9 13 2 3 l 0 
90 2 58 2 1 7 7 2 3 1 0 
91 2 59 2 2 3 3 2 3 1 1 
92 2 52 3 1 13 15 3 4 1 0 
93 2 55 1 2 1 1 1 6 1 1 
94 2 "56 2 1 2 3 2 5 1 0 
95 2 61 1 1 1 1 1 4 1 0 
96 2 62 4 3 2 12 2 8 1 1 
97 2 52 1 3 7 7 2 5 1 1 
98 2 52 2 3 13 13 2 6 1 1 
99 2 59 1 3 3 5 2 3 1· 1 
100 2 54 3 2 3 6 2 6 1 1 
101 2 46 4 4 2 34 2 1 1 1 
102 2 63 5 4 13 43 2 4 1 1 
3 6 13 4 6 1 1 
t-' 
103 2 56 2 ~· U1 
Ind Group Total Educ Yrs Exp Total Marital Level of Und Grd 
No No Prf Age Level This.School Yrs Exp Status Assignment Prep Prep 
0 
1 
2 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
59 
53 
57 
58 
59 
57 
56 
61 
60 
53 
54 
55 
64 
60 
52 
56 
56 
53 
58 
57 
60 
59 
52 
56 
56 
1 
4 
5 
2 
4 
4 
4 
3 
5 
4 
5 
1 
3 
-2 
3 
2 
3 
2 
3 
2 
4 
4 
3 
5 
1 
2 
2 
2 
1 
1 
2 
3 
3 
2 
3 
4 
2 
2 
1 
4 
3 
3 
2 
2 
2 
4 
2 
2 
1 
2 
1 
23 
9 
3 
17 
2 
11 
10 
22 
10 
5 
1 
1 
4 
5 
5 
5 
3 
9 
8 
4 
6 
7 
8 
3 
7 
23 
43 
3 
25 
25 
34 
22 
25 
29 
16 
4 
14 
7 
25 
17 
20 
12 
17 
8 
18 
28 
13 
18 
3 
2 
2 
3 
2 
2 
3 
2 
2 
2 
2 
3 
2 
2 
2 
1 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
0 
1 
1 
2 
3 
3 
3 
4 
4 
5 
5 
5 
6 
6 
6 
1 
3 
1 
4 
0 
4 
6 
4 
5 
1 
1 
2 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
2 
1 
1 
2 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
2 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
0 
0 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
0 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
0 
1 
I'-' 
+" 
~ 
Ind Group Total Educ Yrs Exp Total Marital Level of Und Grd 
No No Prf Age. _Lev~i. _.'rl:>:i.-$ --~~l:u;,c;,i. _);'1;"$ .E~p 
.. ~· 
Status · Assignment Prep Pred 
-
26 3 56 l. 1· 4 4 2 2 1 0 
27 3 54 2 1 1 5 2 4 1 0 
28 3 64 l 2 2 5 2 ·1 1 1 
29 3 52 1 2 2 4 2 2 1 1 
30 3 59 1 3 2 5 4 3 1 1 
31 3 58 1 1 3 3 2 3 1 0 
32 3 56 .1 2 2 5 1 1 1 1 
33 3 53 1 2 .7 7 4 2 1 1 
34 3 50 ·3 4 2 24 2 2 1 1 
35 3 51 2 3 ·2 -- 6 2 1 1 1 
36 3 64 5 2 12 32 3 6 1 2 
37 3 51 1 1 2 3 2 5 1 0 
38 3 59 1 2 1 1 2 5 1 1 
39 3 58 2 2 4 12 2 6 1 1 
41 3 .57 5 4 9 23 2 0 1 1 
42 3 63 5 2 4. 30 3 0 1 1 
44 3 56 1 2 2 3 2 2 1 1 
45 3 56 1 2 1 8 2 5 1 1 
46 3 71 4 4 25 25 4 0 1 1 
47 3 72 4 3 18 18 3 5 1 1 
48 3 56 2 4 9 9 2 4 1 1 
49 3 51 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 0 
50 3 65 1 1 3 3 2 6 1 0 
51 3 61 1 2 5 5 2 6 1 1 
3 60 4 2 5 20 1 6 1 1 
...... 
52 +:" 
....... 
Ind Group Total Educ Yrs Exp Total Marital Level of Und Grd 
No No Prf Age .. ~~y~l .. Tl:iil?. ~chool .. Yrs Exp Status Assignment Prep Prep 
53 3 56 1 2 3 3 1 3 1 1 
54 3 53 1 2 3 3 1 3 1 1 
55 3 63 1 l 1 2 1 2 1 0 
56 3 53 2 4 5 15 2 0 1 1 
57 3 52 l 1 l 5 2 1 1 0 
58 3 51 l 2 3 3 2 1 1 1 
59 3 66 4 4 22 25 2 1 1 1 
60 3 56 1 2 5 5 2 0 1 1 
61 3 58 1 4 1 5 1 6 1 1 
62 3 52 1 2 ·3 3 1 4 1 1 
63 3 65 2 2 3 4 2 2 1 2 
64 3 56 2 2 2 8 2 1 1 1 
65 3 59 3 1 4 14 2 1 1 0 
66 3 53 1 l 1 1 2 1 1 0 
67 3 50 4 2 4 36 3 5 1 1 
68 3 65 1 3 1 4 2 1 1 1 
69 3 54 2 3 5 15 2 6 1 1 
70 3 61 4 l 5 19 2 3 1 0 
71 3 57 3 3 2 6 2 5 1 1 
72 3 57 1 1 1 1 1 6 1 0 
73 3 68 2 2 1 8 2 0 1 1 
74 3 56 1 1 2 2 2 2 1 0 
75 3 67 2 2 1 15 2 5 1 1 
77 3 59 3 2 3 5 2 3 1 1 
58 4 2 1 16 2 4 2 1 
I-' 
78 3 +:'-00 
Ind Group Total Educ Yrs Exp Total Marital Level of Und Grd 
No No Prf Age __ Lev~l. -~~i~_~chool _Yrs Exp Status Assignment Prep Prep 
----
79 3 59 4 4 2 20 4 5 1 1 
80 3 61 3 2 1 5 2 7 1 1 
81 3 56 2 3 1 i3 2 6 1 1 
82 3 63 1 1 2 5 2 3 1 0 
83 3 56 5 2 8 24 2 3 1 1 
85 3 54 4 4 2 12 2 8 1 2 
86 3 57 4 2 13 28 2 1 1 1 
87 3 51 3 4 1 6 2 8 2 1 
88 3 58 2 2 9 9 2 2 1 1 
89 3 54 .3 2 23 27 2 4 1 1 
90 3 56 4 2 14 35 2 1 1 1 
91 3 61 1 2 1 3 .2 6 1 1 
92 3 59 1 2 1 1 1 2 1 1 
94 3 61 3 4 3 5 2 8 1 2 
95 3 62 1 2 3 3 1 0 1 1 
96 3 67 1 2 2 3 2 2 1 1 
97 3 51 4 2 7 31 2 4 1 1 
98 3 52 4 2 7 18 2 2 1 1 
99 3 52 4 2 7 28 2 2 1 1 
100 3 55 4 3 7 39 2 8 1 1 
101 3 70 5 2 7 26 2 6 1 1 
102 3 59 2 3 4 9 2 0 2 1 
103 3 58 3 2 1 3 2 4 2 1 
104 3 63 1 2 1 1 1 5 1 1 I-' 
105 3 65 3 2 3 3 2 5 1 1 ~ 
'° 
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NORG OCCUPATIONAL PRESTIGAE SCALE DISTRIBUTIONS 
OF PRESTIGE RATINGS, 1963 
Occupation Score 
U.S. Supreme Ct. Justice 94 
Physician 93 
Nuclear Physicist 92 
Scientist 92 
Government Scientist 91 
State Governor 91 
Cabinet Member in the Federal Government 90 
College Professor 90 
U.S. Representative in Congress 90 
Chemist 89 
Lawyer 89 
Diplomat in the U.S. Foreign Service 89 
Dentist 88 
Architect 88 
County Judge 88 
Psychologist 87 
Minister 87 
Members of the Board of Directors of a 
Large Corporation - 87 
Mayor of a Large City 87 
Priest 86 
Head of a Department in a State Government 86 
Civil Engineer 86 
Airline Pilot 86 
Banker 85 
Biologist 85 
Sociologist 83 
Instructor in Public Schools 82 
Captain in -the Regular Army 82 
Accountant for a Large Business 81 
Public School Teacher 81 
Owner of a Factory that Employs About 
100 People 80 
Building Contractor 80 
Artist Who Paints Pictures that are 
Exhibited in Galleries 78 
Musician in a Symphony Orchestra 78 
Author of Novels 78 
Economist 78 
Official of an International Labor Union 77 
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1 
2 
3.5 
3.5 
5.5 
5.5 
8 
8 
8 
11 
11 
11 
14 
14 
14 
17.5 
17.5 
17.5 
17.5 
21.5 
21.5 
21.5 
21.5 
24.5 
24.5 
26 
27.5 
27.5 
29.5 
29.5 
31.5 
31.5 
34.5 
34.5 
34.5 
34.5 
37 
Occupation Score 
Railroad Engineer 76 
Electrician 76 
County Argricultural Agent 76 
Owner-Operator of a Printing Shop 75 
Trained Machinist· 75 
Farm Owner and Operator 74 
Undertaker 74 
Welfare Worker for a City Government 74 
Newspaper Columnist 73 
Policeman· 72 
Reporter on a Daily Newspaper 71 
Radio Announcer 70 
Bookkeeper 70 
Tenant Farmer -- One Who Owns Livestock 
and Machinery and Manages the Farm 69 
Insurance Agent 69 
Carpenter 68 
Manager of a Small Store in a City 67 
A Local Official of a Labor Union 67 
Mail Carrier 66 
Railroad-Conductor 66 
Traveling Salesman for a Wholesale Concern 66 
Plumber 65 
Automobile Repairman 64 
Playground Director 63 
Barber 63 
Machine Operator in a Factory 63 
Owner-Operator of a Lunch Stand 63 
Corporal in the Regular Army 62 
Garage Mechanic 62 
Truck Driver 59 
Fisherman Who Owns His Own Boat 58 
Clerk in a Store 56 
Milk Route Man 56 
Streetcar Motorman 56 
Lumberjack 55 
Restaurant Cook 55 
Singer in a Nightclub 54 
Filling Station Attendant 51 
Dockworker 50 
Railroad Section Hand 50 
Night Watchman 50 
Coal Miner 50 
Restaurant Waiter 49 
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Rank 
39 
39 
39 
41.5 
41.5 
44 
44 
44 
46 
47 
48 
49.5 
49.5 
51.5 
51.5 
53 
54.5 
54.5 
57 
57 
57 
59 
60 
62.5 
62.5 
62.5 
62.5 
65.5 
65.5 
67 
68 
70 
70 
70 
72.5 
72.5 
74 
75 
77.5 
77.5 
77.5 
77.5 
80.5 
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Occupation Score Rank 
-
Taxi Driver 49 80.5 
Farm Hand 48 83 
Janitor 48 83 
Bartender 48 83 
Clothes Presser in a Laundry 45 85 
Soda Fountain Clerk 44 86 
Share-Cropper -- One Who Owns No Live-
stock or Equipment and does not 
Manage Farm 42 87 
Garbage Collector 39 88 
Street Sweeper 36 89 
Shoe Shiner 34 90 
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